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CURRENT TOPICS. | 


| 

THERE Is SOME PROBABILITY that the Lord Chancellor will sit 
“with the Court of Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn during the early days 
of the ensuing sittings. 


| 





Tue appear rst for Hilary Sittings contains 63 Chancery | 
appeals, 73 appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division, 10 from the | 
‘Probate, &c., Division, and 10 from the Court of Bankruptcy; | 
making a total’of 156 appeals. A year ago there were 191 appeals, | 
and two years ago 326. 





As THERE WILL BE No siTTING of the Court of Appeal at 
Westminster during the absence on circuit of Lords Justices | 
BacGai.ay, Corron, and Lrxprey, applications for early hear- 
ing at Lincoln’s-inn of Westminster interlocutory applications | 
may be made to the court at Lincoln’s-inn. | 





THE CAUSE-LISsTS of the Chancery Division for Hilary Sittings 
will contain 194 causes before Vice-Chancellor Hatt; 87 causes | 
before Vice-Chancellor Bacon ; 95 causes before Mr. Justice Fry; | 
51 causes before Mr. Justice Kay, and 200 causes before Mr. Justice | 
Currry, making a total of 627 causes before the five judges of the | 
Division. It is not a little curious that, at the commencement of | 
the last sittings, there were exactly the same number of causes in | 
these lists. A year ago—viz., at the commencement of Hilary | 
Sittings, 1881—there were 477 causes, being exactly the same | 
humber as at the commencement of the previous Michaelmas | 
Sittings. 





THE GLOOMY VATICINATIONS contained in the preface to Messrs. 
WotstENHOLME and TuRNER’s book have attracted general atten- 
tion. These learned editors say that “if the orders made under the | 
Solicitors’ Remuneration Act provide for an ad valorem payment, | 
covering all but very exceptional charges, as is now the rule in | 
Scotland, the fees (if any) to counsel must be paid by the | 
solicitor out of his own pocket, and will bear no fixed proportion | 
to his own remuneration. The result must be that, unless some | 
special difficulty arises, counsel will never be consulted, and the | 
conveyancing branch of the profession will practically cease to exist. | 
When fo this it is added that pleadings no longer require to be | 
signed by counsel, and can be, and ate, drawn by solicitors ; that | 
already a very large proportion of the business, including even | 
More o1 less of thé contentious business in actions, is transacted | 
in the judges’ chambers by solicitors or their clerks; and that the 
abolition of written or printed pleadings seems imminernt—the , 
business’ of the outer bar is likely soon to be reduced to that of | 
fidvocate alone.’”? Upon this we have to observe that there is a: 
good deal in the “ifs’’ upon which these observations hang. It is 
a little hasty to conclude that the Committeé (which includes the 


Lord Chanéellor and the Master of the Rolls) intrusted with the | 


power to iiake General Orders for’ remuneration in conveyancing, 
will altogether ignore the existence of the conveyancing branch | 
of the bar, and it is certainly premature to speculate on 
‘the adoption by the Rule Committee of Judges of the recommen- , 


dation of the Procedure Committee relating to the abolition 


of pleadings. But assuming that these changes are effected, will 
the results be such as our authors suppose ? We should question 
whether, during the present generation, much change would occur. 


We imagine that at present conveyancing ¢ounsel ure seldom con- 
| 8ulted—by country solicitors at all events—unless some special in the London Gazette, and become part of the schedule after 


4 





difficulty occurs; and as our readers know, in not a few instances, 
inclusive scales of charges are already frequently adopted by 
solicitors in dealings with their clients. The writers forget that 
so long as a solicitor remains liable to his client for negligence 
in conveyancing matters, it will always be worth his while, in 
matters of any difficulty, to obtain shelter under the authority of 
counsel. And with regard to the so-called abolition of pleadings, 


it may be safely affirmed that there will always be sufficient 
eases requiring pleadings to save the jumor bar from despair. 


What the ultimate effect of the changes suggested will be is a 
different matter, which requires more lengthened consideration 
than we can give it here. di 





ATTENTION HAS BEEN RECENTLY DIRECTED to the facility 


| with which poison may be acquired, and it may be well to notice the 


statutory restrictions upon its sale, which are chiefly contained 


|in the Pharmacy Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict. c. 121), as amended by 


the Pharmacy Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. ¢. 117). By seetion 1 of 
the Act of 1868 no person may keep open shop for the sale of 
poisons, unless he be a chemist registered under that Act, “ and 
conform to such regulations as to the . . selling of such 


| poisons as may from time to time be prescribed by the Phar- 


maceutical Society with the consent of the Privy Council.” By 
section 17 it is unlawful to sell any poison whatever unless the 
vessel in which the poison is contained be labelled “ poison,’’ and 
with the name and address of the seller, and to sell any of the 
poisons specified in the first part of schedule A. to that Act, or 
‘added thereto” by resolution of the Pharmaceutical Society, 
confirmed by the Privy Council, “‘ to any person unknown to the 
seller, unless introduced by some person known to the seller.” 
It is added, that ‘* on every sale of every such article the seller shall, 
before delivery, make, or cause to be made, an entry in a book to 
be kept for that purpose, stating the date of the sale, the name 
and address of the purchaser, the name and quantity of the article 
sold, and the purpose for which it is stated by the purchaser to be 
required, to which entry the signature of the purchaser and of 
the person, if any, who introduced him shall be affixed.” But 
there is a saying clause that “ the provisions of this section which 
are solely applicable to poisons in the first part of schedule A., or 
which require that the label shall contain the name and address of 
the seller, shall not apply to articles to be exported by wholesale 
dealers, nor shall any of the provisions of this section apply to any 
medicine supplied by a legally qualified apothecary to his patient, 
nor apply to any article when forming part of the ingredients of 
any medicine dispensed by a registered chemist.’? There is algo a 
saying for the Arsenic Act (14 & 15 Vict. ¢. 13), which, though 
somewhat similar in effect, is wholly unrepealed. The only 
alteration effected by the Act of 1869 was to correct a clerical 
error in the form of entry scheduled to the Act. It will have 
been seen that the Legislature has placed great reliance on the 
watchfulness of the Pharmaceutical Society. This body, although 
they haye as yet made no “regulations” under section | of the 
Act, appear twice—in 1869 and in 1877 respectively—to have 
added poisons to the schedule under section 17. (See Chitty’s 
Statutes, vol. 4, tit. Poisons, where a list of the poisons thus added 
is given.) The effect of the additions may be stated generally to 
be that, whereas “ the first part of schedule A.”; frequently names 
the particular poisons simpliciter, thus, “ prussite acid,” the 
Pharmaceutical Society tabooes also the preparations of a poison 
thus, “‘ preparations of prussic acid.”’?’ An important substantive 


addition was made in December, 1877, by a resolution that ‘ chlora. 


hydrate and its preparations ought to be deemed «rE ike 
poisons in the second part of schedule A. of the said Pharmacy Act, 
1868.” The additions, it seems, by section 2, must be adyertised 
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being so advertised for a month. Once added, a poison can never 
be taken out. 





Tue caskof Gathercole v. Smith (L. R. 7 Q. B. D. 626), raises 

a very curious point as to the effect of the provisions of the Judi- 
cature Act with regard to counter-claims. A retired incumbent 
brought an action against his successor to recover the arrears of 
a pension under the Retired Incumbents’ Resignation Act, 1871, 
and the successor, by way of set-off and counter-claim, claimed, 
upon an unsatisfied judgment against the plaintiff, a larger amount 
than the claim. It was held that this claim was not available by 
way of defence, properly so called, because the pension was 
by law inalienable. It may be that if a pension cannot be 
assigned for a present or future consideration, and, therefore, 
cannot be charged, no set-off is available against a claim to it, for, 
in substance, that would be to alien it for a past consideration. 
But then the question arises, What is to become of the counter- 
claim? On that question the Court of Appeal were divided, 
Lusx and Baceattay, L.JJ., being of one opinion, and Bram- 
WELL, L.J., of the other. The majority were of opinion that the 
counter-claim fell to the ground. ‘The judgment could not be for 
- the balance, because that would practically be to charge the 
pension, and they seemed to think that, this being so, there could 
be no judgment on the counter-claim, except dismissing it. 
BraMwELL, L.J., was of opinion that judgment ought to be 
given for the plaintiff on the claim, and an independent 
judgment for the defendant on the counter-claim. The matter is 
really very much more a question of procedure than of substantive 
law. The plaintiff must have his judgment and execution for the 
whole of his claim. The only question seems to be whether, 
in order to get the judgment to which he is clearly entitled in 
respect of the subject-matter of the counter-claim, the defendant 
must sue in an independent action, or can have judgment in the 
same action. As matters stood in this particular case, the defend- 
ant already having a judgment, it did not—except, perhaps, so far 
as costs were concerned—much matter whether he got a judgment 
in the counter-claim on the judgment or not, if it was not avail- 
able by way of defence to the claim against him. In another case, 
however, it might matter whether the defendant could get a judg- 
meot on the counter-claim, or must proceed by way of cross-action. 
The former proceeding would be less expensive, and conceivably 
the plaintiff might have goods available for seizure by way of 
execution. The question in this case forms part of a much larger 
question as to the nature and incidents of a counter-claim. 
Logically carried out, the view of the late Lord Justice Lusu 
seems very much to restrict the usefulness of the machinery given 
for counter-claims. The view of the late Lord Justice seems 
to be that, though under the existing law judgment may 
be given for the defendant for a balance above the claim, still the 
counter-claim is primarily a defence, and has no independent 
existence ; the proceeding continues an action by the plaintiff 
alone. It isnot two actions proceeding together for convenience’ 
sake. Or, to speak metaphorically, if it is two actions, they are so 
intimately connected that, as in the case of Siamese twins, if 
the one dies the other dies too. Bramwett, L.J., regards the 
counter-claim as substantially a cross-action. The view of 
Baceattay, L.J., seems really to leave the question between these 
two conflicting views undetermined. It determines the particular 
case and no more, because he only decides that in this particular 
case the defendant’s claim must be treated as pleaded by way of 
set-off only, and not by way of counter-claim or cross-action. So 
it leaves undecided the question whether a counter-claim can be 
the subject of a jpdgment independently of the fate of the original 
action, and is, in fact, a cross-action. There are difficulties 
arising from the phraseology of the rules—see, for instance, 
ord. 22, r.10; but surely, if the reason and substance of the 
thing are considered, the law ought to be as decided by BramwELL, 
LJ. It seems to us that the counter-claim is substantially an 
independent action united with the plaintiff’s action for conve- 
nience, because another person may be joined in the counter- 
claim with the plaintiff as a party against whom the counter-claim 
is made. By ord. 14, r. 3, the counter-claim is to have the 
same effect as the statement of claim in a cross-action, but the 


“of representation of the outer bar ; 


claim is equivalent to a cross-action. In Vavasour v. Krupp 
(L. R. 15 Ch. D. 474), Jessen, M.R., thought it was not. It seems 
to us that, apart from the interpretation of the existing rules, which 
may be ambiguous, the law ought to be that the counter-claim 
should be equivalent to a cross-action. Why should a defendant 
who wishes to insist on the subject-matter of the counter-claim, 
though the plaintiff discontinues the action, be cbliged to bring a 
fresh action and plead de novo? It is a question of machinery ; 
if the present rules do not conveniently provide for it, they should 
be modified. - 





THE QUESTION of the constitution of the benches of the Inns 
of Court, which is raised by Messrs. WotstTENHOLME and TURNER 
in their preface, is one which is at present exciting a good deal 
of attention among the outer bar. At Lincoln’s-inn it is stated 
that one-third of the benchers have retired from’ profes- 
sional practice. On the benches of the other Inns the 
proportion of retired benchers is somewhat less. It is obvious 
that government by self-elected bodies, a large proportion 
of the members of which have comparatively little acquaint- 
ance with the wants and ideas of the bar, is unsatisfactory. 
Our authors’ remedy is “a bar association constituted under public 
authority, with a governing body truly representative of the pro- 
fession, empowered to enforce discipline, to settle authoritatively 
all matters affecting the practice of the bar, and generally to keep 
watch over the interests of the members.” Several years ago, with 
reference to the discussion raised upon Mr. NEATE’s case, we 
propounded a scheme (which we know at the time would have 
been received with approbation by not a few of the then benchers) 
for the constitution of a Council of Discipline, to be composed of a 
definite number of representatives from each Inn of Court, elected 
by all barristers of above a certain standing—say seven years—the 
choice of the electors to be confined to those of the benchers of 
their own Inn who are, at the date of the election, in actual 
practice. At that time we had in view only the question of the 
exercise of discipline ; having regard to the extended purposes 
for which such a body seems to be now required, some modifica. 
tion of the proposal would seem to be necessary in the direction 
but we think that a scheme 
framed on these lines, but admitting to the council a certain pro- 
portion of barristers who are not benchers, would meet the require- 
ments of the case. 





IF ANY OF OUR READERS think that in our recent comments 
upon section 5 of the Conveyancing Act, we have taken a too 
gloomy view of its possible effect upon the rights of mortgagees, we 
commend to their attention a note upon that section to be found 
at p. 18 of Messrs. Wo.tstENHOLME and TuRNER’s work. Those 
learned editois take for granted in the calmest manner all those 
proceedings which to us seemed seriously to threaten the interests of 
mortgagees. They seem plainly to think that the payment into court 
of the amount of the principal in consols, with a further margin of 
£10 per cent., is so unexceptionable a mode of dealing with a 
mortgage, that a mortgagee who is redeemed behind his back by 
such a process has no reasonable ground of complaint. They 
make no reference to the possible operation of the section upon 
rights of consolidation: this may possibly never have occurred to 
them. We have also noticed in an intelligent little work on the 
Act, a passage upon the operation of section 65 (the enlargement 
of long terms into a fee simple), which may not improbably con- 
vey some information to a good many persons. ‘ The framers of 
the Act seem to have been unaware that a reversion in a very long 
term has sometimes a market value. To my unbounded astonish- 
ment, £200 was paid by the termor for such a reversion in some 
sixty-seven acres, in a case in which I was counsel in the early 
part of the year. The Act practically confiscates this value, what- 
ever it may be.” (Underhill on the Conveyancing Act, p. 25.) 





The first meeting for this term of the Gray’s-inn Moot Society will be 
held in the hall of Gray’s-inn on Thursday evening, the 12th inst.. at eight 
p.m., under the presidency of Mr. W. St. James Wheelhouse, Q.0, All 





language of the rule is not conclusive as to whether the counter- 


members of the several Iuns of Court are invited to attend. 
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aes A TRAP FOR ENGLISH LAWYERS. 
he THE Married Women’s Property (Scotland) Act, 1881, which 
dus came into operation on the 18th of July last, although its title 
aii and some of its provisions apply only to Scotland, and the pre- 
ng . amble seems to point to the same restrictions as regards the whole 
ery ; Act, contains provisions which seem tu have an important bearing 
oul on the law and practice relating to the property of married women 
in this country. The operation of the Act is not expressly limited 
to Scotland, as was*the Married Women’s Property (Scotland) 
Act, 1877; and, as it makes the rights of the parties to depend 
Inns on the Scotch domicile of the husband at the time of the marriage, 
NER it appears to us that no one will be safe in dealing with the 
deal property of a married woman without reference to this Act, unless 
ated it is abundantly clear that the husband was not domiciled in 
rfes- Scotland at the time of the marriage. 
the The cardinal provision of the Act is contained in the Ist 
ious section, which provides that, where a marriage is contracted after 
tion the passing of the Act, and the husband shall, at the time of the 
int- marriage, have his domicile in Scotland, the whole moyeable or 
ory. personal estate of the wife, whether acquired before or during the 
blic marriage, shall, by operation of law, be vested in the wife as her 
oTO- separate estate, and shall not be subject to the jus mariti. 
rely The language of this enactment seems to have been studiously 
eep chosen so as to apply both to English and Scotch law. Thus the 
vith former knows nothing of “ moveable,” nor the latter of “ personal ”’ 






estate; and it would seem that the section must be read in each 
country as if the inappropriate words were cut out. If this be the 
proper construction, the remarkable result would seem to follow that, 
in England, leaseholds are included in the Act, while in Scotland 
they are not; and this whether the domicile of the husband has 
been changed or not, and in whichever country the court of con- 
struction may be situated. Whatever may be the operation of the 
section in this respect, it is clear that it applies—unless excluded 
by ante-nuptial settlement—to marriages wherever contracted, and 
to property whenever acquired. Without the interposition of-a 
tfustee, it effects a statutory settlement of the wife’s personalty, 
which cannot be subsequently defeated by a change in the 
husband’s domicile. The income of the property is, by the 2nd 
sub-section, made payable to the wife on her “ individual receipt ”’ ; 
but she is restrained from anticipation of the “ prospective in- 
come,” and can dispose of the property only with the consent of 
her husband. 

Section 2 deals with the subject of heritable property in Scot- 



















its land belonging to the wife, and appears to make the rents cf such 
00 property her separate estate whatever may be the domicile of the 
ve parties. 

nd In the case of marriages which have taken place before the 






passing of the Act, it is provided, by section 3, that the provisions 














se 
se of the Act are not to apply where the husband has made a 
of “ reasonable provision for his wife in the event of her surviving 
rt him ” ; and in other cases only to after-acquired property of the 
of wife. Section 4 enables persons married before the passing of the 
a Act by “mutual deed ” to adopt its provisions ; but as it proceeds 
y to vest the estate in the wife upon registration of the deed “in the 
v register of deeds at Edinburgh, or in the sheriff court register of 
n the county in which the parties reside,” and upon advertisements 
0 being inserted in certain Scotch newspapers, the section would seem 
e to have no application out of Scotland. ‘The same remark applies 
t to section 5, which empowers the Court of Session, or the sheriff 
- court, to dispense in certain cases with the husband’s consent to 
f any deed relating to the estate of the wife. 

; The next two sections confer on the husband and children of a 
. woman who dies domiciled in Scotland rights in respect of her 
“moveable succession ” analogous to those which, by the law and 
y practice of Scotland, the wife and children take in that of their 





deceased husband and father respectively; but as these sections 
relate solely to administration in the Scotch courts, we pass at 
once to the consideration of the Act in so far as it seems to affect 
English law. 

Referring, then, to the enactment in section 1, it seems that if 
a domiciled Scotchman marries a woman in this country, her per- 
sonal property—leaseholds, chattels, and choses in action—will, in 
the absence of express ante-nuptial settlement, be subject to the 












| provisions of this statute—namely, it will be and remain her 





separate estate without power of anticipation. It is desirable , 
that we should further develop some of the consequences of this ~ 
enactment. A husband has been hitherto able to sell his wife’s 
leaseholds without her concurrence, and to give a valid receipt 
for mortgage, bond, and other debts due to her, and, subject to 
her equity to a settlement (if any), to recover her equitable debts “+ 
for hisownuse. The absence of a settlement gave him a com- 
plete title to these items of property; but it seems that hence- ‘ 
forward he must prove, not only that there was no settlement, 
but also that his domicile was not Scotch at the date of the 
marriage. Take, for example, the case of a husband selling his 
wife’s term of years in English land; and suppose that an assign- 
ment is taken from the husband alone. What will be the position 
of the purchaser if it should afterwards turn out that the wife 
was entitled under this Act for her separate use? Without a 
doubt that of a purchaser who takes a conveyance from a person 
having no title. The wife will be able to reeover the lands in 
the same manner as if he had taken an assignment from a mere 
stranger. His position is closely analogous to that of a purchaser 
of freeholds from a man married before the Dower Act. In both 
cases he takes subject to the wife’s rights. The same observa- 
tions might be repeated with reference to debtors of the wife pay- 
ing the Lusband, and to executors and others handing over to 
him the unsettled funds to which the wife has become entitled. 
In a word, if the husband had a Scotch domicile at the time of 
the marriage his receipt is waste paper. 

The difficulty, moreover, in actually determining the domicile is 
in some cases almost insuperable—depending as it does on a 
multitude of minute circumstances from which the intention has 
to be ascertained. A double difficulty is frequently presented in 
conflicts between Scotch and English domiciles where’ the person 
has, as not unfrequently happens, residences in both countries, 
and divides his time between the two. As an example of the 
great complexity that sometimes prevails in such cases, reference 
may be made to Lord Somerville’s case (5 Ves. 750) and to Douglas 
v. Douglas (L. R. 12 Eq. 617). To make the ordinary trans- 
actions of life depend on the determination of such questions as 
were involved in those and huudreds of similar cases is, we think, 
a great legislative error. 

The small number of cases to which the statute actually applies 
in this country seems to increase the danger of trustees and others 
acting in ignorance of its provisions; and we venture to submit 
either that it should be amended so as to confine its operation to 
the territorial limits of Scotland, or else that the law of England 
in relation to these matters should be placed on a similar footing. 


ree mee) 





THE VERDICTS OF CORONERS’ JURIES. 


A RECENT case of a very painful nature has brought out in a 
most striking way the anomalous nature of the proceedings of 
coroners’ juries. A young woman who had been seduced com- 
mitted suicide by poison, and the coroner’s jury, in finding their 
verdict, appended thereto a rider censuring the seducer in some- 
what vehement terms, and expressing the opinion that he was 
morally responsible for the girl’s death. Thereupon the coroner 
took upon himself to deliver a long lecture to the man so censured, 
indorsing the opinion of the jury. The merits of the particular 
case have, in our opinion, nothing whatever to do with the general 
questions that must suggest themselves upon these proceedings 
to every mind possessed of the smallest aptitude for legal con- 
siderations. It may or may not be that the opinion ex 
by the jury was justified in the particular case. The conduct of 
the person implicated was, on his own showing, highly immoral. 
The extent of the misconduct of which he was guilty depends on 
various disputed questions of fact which were not in issue before 
the jury, and which it is not our province to diseuss. But assum- 
ing his conduct to have been as bad as it could possibly be, the 
considerations which we wish to put forward remain unaffected. 
The question that suggests itself to every lawyer in this and 
other similar instances is, by what authority, or in the performance 
of what legal function, did the coroner’s jury and the coroner take 
upon themselves to act as they did? It is no part of their duty, as we 
understand it, to pass moral judgments on the conduct of people, ex- 
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cept so far as may he necessarily involved in the question of criminal 
responsibility. We know what the answer froma loose popular 
point of view may be. It will be admitted that coroners’ juries 
are constantly in the habit of overstepping their province, strictly 
speaking ; but it will be said that it is on the whole good that they 
should do so; that moral delinquency is thereby branded, and a 
good effect in practice is thereby produced. We are not at 
all convinced by that answer. We do not deny that often the un- 
ealled-for, and so to speak extra-judicial, utterances of coroners’ 
juries may be justified, but we cannot for a moment assent to the 
proposition that it is desirable that a constitutional tribunal should 
take upon itself to pass judgments in its judicial capacity upon 
matters not properly in issue before it. As a rule, if the conduct 
of any person has been bad, the publicity given by the reports of 
the evidence constitutes a penalty of a similar nature to that 
inflicted by the censure of the jury, and even if it were otherwise, 
we cannot think that the advantages supposed to be secured are 
an equivalent for the obvious dangers and mischiefs that in many 
cases may arise. 

At trials in criminal courts, and at Wisi Prius, conduct of an 
objectionable character is frequently brought before juries, but 
except so far as a judgment thereupon is involved in the verdict 
found by them, juries do not often pronounce any opinion thereon. 
They may occasionally volunteer incidental observations on the 
conduct of persons concerned, but, as a rule, judges do not en- 
courage them to go outside their province and indulge their moral 
suseeptibilities by the expression of judgments of this kind. The 
wisest and most judicially minded judges exercise great self- 
restraint over themselves in the comments which they permit 
themselves to make with regard to conduct, the propriety or impro- 
priety of which is not directly in issue before them. A function that 
is thus sparingly exercised by assize juries, and even by judges, 
seems to be constantly arrogated to themselves by coroners’ juries 
as their rightful province. It is obvious that this may in some 
cases involve the grossest injustice without the possibility of 
redress. A person against whom no particular charge is formu- 
lated, who cannot defend or justify himself effectively from diffi- 
culty in knowing with any exactness what points he has to meet, 
may be for ever branded by an offhand and irresponsible 
expression of opinion on the part of a jury composed of the 
least satisfactory type of jurymen, presided over, perhaps, by a 
medical man unable, from want of legal training, to control and direct 
their investigations so as to confine them to the points which they 
are really charged by the law to determine. It is frequently the case 
that coroners’ juries express opinions as to the necessity of further 
precautions or by way of censuring certain modes of carrying on 
business in reference to railway and other accidents. These ex- 
pressions of opinion may do no harm, but we very much doubt 
their doing any good. Other much more potent agencies may be 
relied upon to effect the desired object of such expressions if 
practically atteinable. It is, however, with regard to the censure of 
particular individuals that we think the practice of coroners’ juries 
objectionable. 

“ Somebody ought to be whopped for this ’’ is an expression of 
opinion which has now become classical, and this language very 
fairly represents an attitude of mind which is natural to all men 
unrestrained by habits of reflection and responsibility, and par- 
ticularly common, we should think, among ignorant, narrow- 
minded persons on a somewhat distressing and irritating occasion. 
But the danger and impropriety of allowing such persons to ayail 
themselves of the performance of a public function to give vent to 
this kind of feeling by hasty and ill-considered judgments foreign 
‘to that function when rightly considered, must be obvious. Cases of 
very bad conduct, such as the jury seem to have considered that 
of the seducer in the case which suggested these remarks, tend to 
mask the real objections to the practice we are deprecating. 
Such matters can only be properly judged of with reference to 
general considerations, not with reference to particular and excep- 
tional matters. 

It seems to us that the whole machinery of the coroner and 
coroner's jury urgently requires consideration. It has been 
handed down to us from antiquity. It originated at a time when 
stipendiary magistrates were not, and when the public press did 
not exist. The verdict of twelve men selected from the general 
public constituted then the most efficient safeguard for justice and 





liberty. It is doubtful, in our opinion, whether, if at the present 
time a machinery were being devised for investigating into deaths 
of a suspicious or exceptional character, sich a machinery would 
commend itself to anyone. It frequently necessitates the simul. 
taneous holding of two long and expensive inquiries, and some- 
times, when the special tribunal charged with the inquiry whether 
there is primd facie ground for criminal proceedings has decided 
in the negative, it involves the absurdity of a man’s being put on his 
trial without the slightest probability of a conviction. 

It is frequently urged with great vehemence by medical con- 
temporaries that it is an essential qualification of a coroner that he 
should be a medical man. It seems to us that the procedure of 
coroners’ inquests is so uncertain and anomalous that there is 
good ground for retorting that there is an exceptional need of a 
trained legal intellect to direct the inquiry, and to keep the jury 
to the proper limits of their province. The case we have referred 
to was, perhaps, in its particular circumstances, an exceptional one. 
It suggests, however, readily enough to anyone with any capacity 
for general considerations, the possibility in other cases of the most 
grievous hardship and injustice arising from the loose and irre- 
sponsible indulgence in the luxury of virtuous indignation 
on the part of a coroner’s jury. If they find a verdict involving 
criminal responsibility, the person inculpated is either convicted or 
clears himself in a criminal court. But if they choose to find a 
verdict involving merely moral blame, there is no appeal against 
it to any other tribunal. There may have been no opportunity of 
effective defence, there being no definite charge. The verdict 
nt being the subject of any subsequent action, may not be given 
with any due sense of responsibility, and may be merely the 
expression of a hasty and ill-considered opinion. 








BANKRUPTCY LAW REFORM. 


[COMMUNICATED. ] 
VI. 
Clause 21 of the Government Bill takes the place of sub-sections 3 
and 4 of section 14 of the present Act, and is as follows :— 

‘* Clause 21.—(1.) When a trustes is appointed, the creditors may, at any 
meeting, by resolution, appoint some other fit persons, not exceeding five ia 
number, and being creditors qualified to vote at the meeting, to form a com- 
mittee of inspection for the purpose of superintending the administration of the 
bankrupt’s property. 

“(2.) The creditors may, by resolution, give directions as to the 
manner in which the property is to be administered by the trastee, and it 
shall be the duty of the trustee to conform to such directions unless the court 
for some just cause otherwise orders.” 


Sub-clause 1 extends the power of the creditors to appoint a committee 
of inspection to any meeting, instead of atthe first meeting only, except 
in case of filling up a vacancy, as at present. This we think desirable. 
But it limits the power to appointing creditors only to act as members of 
the committee. At present any duly authorized proxy of a creditor 
may be elected on the committee. We do not think it desirable to alter 
this power, at any rate to the extent proposed. Power should, in our 
opinion, be given at least to elect a servant in the employ of a creditor 
and duly empowered by his employer so to act and represent him. 
Otherwise it will not be possible for a limited company or other corporate 
body to be represented on a committee of inspection, although such 
company or corporate body may be the largest creditor. It often occurs, 
too, that the principals of large mercantile houses are utterly unable to 
give personal attention to such matters as bad debts, and they have 
confidential employés to whom they intrust this branch of their busi- 
ness. We think it highly desirable that such representatives should not 
be made ineligible to serve upon committees of inspection. Why not 
leave the law as at present as to the persons eligible to be elected, but 
give the Board of Trade and court power to object to the appoint- 
ment of any person similar to what is proposed in respect to 4 
trustee ? 

Sub-clause 2 would practically re-enact the+present law. We have 
only to suggest that the word “ordinary” should be inserted between 
the words “by” and “ resolution ’’ in the first line. 


“ Clause 22,—(1.) Ifa creditor accepts the office of trustee he shall not vote 
on any question affecting his remuneration or conduct as such trustee. 

‘*(2.) The vote of the trustee, or of his partner, solicitor, or clerk, either a8 
creditor or as proxy, fora creditor shall not be reckoned in the majority 
required for passing any resolution affecting the remuneration or conduct 0 
the trustee.’ 


The proposal of sub-clause 1 is, we think, very proper and desirable, 
but we do not see that sub-clause 2 is quite so necessary looking at the 
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fact that proxies are to be limited to being used at the meeting for 
which they are given only. And it will be easy to evade the provision 
py getting: proxiesin the name of some independent person... Quere, 
also, would the sub-clause as drawn exclude the vote of a clerk to the 
trustee’s solicitor as proxy for a creditor ? 

Clause 23 provides for the filling up of a vacancy in the office of a 
trustee by resolution of creditors, that a trustee becoming bankrupt shall 
vacate his office, and that the official receiver shall act as trustee during 
any vacancy. ‘This is practically the same as the present law, the official 
receiver taking the place of the registrar. 

Clause 24 relates to the removal of trustees. Sub-clause 1 provides 
that this may be done by an ordinary resolution of the creditors 
assembled at a meeting called for the purpose, and a new trustee ap- 
pointed at the same meeting. Under the Act of 1869 (section 83, sub- 
section 4) this power is given to the creditors by a special resolution 
only, and we think it very undesirable to alter this and to give the power 
to a bare majority in value of the creditors at a meeting. If the 
creditors are to have the power to remove a trustee by an ordinary 
resolution merely, it will give rise to a capricious exercise of the power, 
in many cases thus rendering the appointment, when made, a very 
uncertain one. We have known cases where trustees have been appointed 
by a small majority at the first meeting, and if the power to remove 
them had been by an ordinary resolution, we should have had the dis- 
appointed minority, in some at least of such cases, trying to do so by 
beating up creditors who had not proved and voted on the appointment, 
so as to obtain a bare majority in value, which would be a very great 
evil. 

Sub-clause 2 is as follows :— 

‘‘If the Board of Trade are of opinion that a trustee appointed by the 
creditors is guilty of misconduct, or fails to perform his duties under this Act, 
the Board may remove bim from his office, but if the creditors, by ordinary 
resolution, disapprove of his removal, they may appeal against it to the High 
Court of Justice.” 

Now a power to remove a trustee for misconduct is certainly neces- 
sary. This power rests at present with the court, and we more than 
doubt whether this proposal will be at all an improvement upon the pre- 
sent lawe Besides, it appears inconsistent with clause 20, sub-clauses 2 
and 3, which give the Board of Trade power only to object to the 
appointment of a trastee, it being for the court to decide upon the 
validity of the objection. There appear to us to be stronger reasons 
why the Board should not have the power to remove a trustee, than 
why they should not be able to negative his appointment in the first 
instance. 

Clause 25 provides for the vesting of a bankrupt’s property in the 
trustee when appointed ; for the certificate of his appointment to be con- 
clusive evidence thereof, and to be deemed to be a conveyance or assign- 
ment of property which may be registered, enrolled, and recorded 
accordingly. We have only to call attention to the wording of sub- 
clause 38, which provides that ‘‘a certificate of the Board of Trade or 
court that a person has been appointed trustee or receiver shall be 
conclusive evidence of the appointment.” Clause 20, sub-clause 2, 
proposes that the certificate of a trustee’s appointment shail be given by 
the Board of Trade; then why introduce the words “or court”? Are 
they intended to apply to the appointment of receivers only? If so, they 
are certainly not so limited in application in the way they appear in the 
clause. 

Clause 26 relates to costs. Sub-clause 1 is as follows :— 


‘*(1.) Where a trustee or receiver or manager receives remuneration for 
his services, no payments shall be allowed in his accountsin respect of the 
performance of the ordinary duties which are required by statute or rules 
to be performed by the trustee or receiver or manager.”’ 


We suppose the intention of this is that the remuneration to be 
allowed is to cover all the trustee’s clerk’s time, and also that class of 
work which some trustees are in the habit of allowing their solicitors to 
do, such as sending out notices convening meetings of creditors, &c. 
Reference is made in the margin to section 29 of the Act of 1869. That 
provides that a trustee shall not employ a solicitor without the assent 
of the committee. This provision is in addition to that section, so that 
even if the committee authorize the employment of a solicitor, the trustee 
is not to employ him to do the ordinary work of the trustee at the 
expense of the estate. ‘This is a very reasonable suggestion. Sub-clause 
2 provides for the taxation of all costs of “ solicitors, receivers, managers, 
accountants, auctioneers, brokers, and other persons not being trustees.” 
Sub-olause 3 is entirely new, and runs thus :— 


“(3,) A trustee shal), a sufficient time before declaring a dividend, request 
his solicitor to deliver his bill of costs to the taxing officer for taxation, an d 
if. the solicitor fails without sufficient cause to do so within seven days 
after receipt of the request, the trustee shall declare and distribute the 
dividend without regard to any claim by the solicitor, and therenpon any 
auch glaim shall be forfeited as well against the trustee personally as 
against the estate.” 


We think it would be an improvement if the words “ without sufficient 
cause” in line 3 were omitted, and the words “or within such further 
time as the trustee or the court shall allow” inserted after the word 





“request” inline 4. As at present drawn a trustee may not be able to 
judge whether a solicitor has “ sufficient cause ” for not delivering his bill 
of costs within the time specified, and he might divide the estate without 
providing for such costs, and then find that the court took a different 
view of the matter from his. We think, further, that the provision ought 
to be extended to any solicitor or other person whose costs may be payable 
out of the estate. 

Clause 27 is in place of section 41 of the present Act, and relates to 
the declaration of dividend. It is aa follows :— 

‘*27,—The trustee shall render his first account to the committee of inspec- 
tion, or, if there is no such committee, to the Board of Trade, and debare 
the first dividend, if any, within four months after the conclasion of the first 
meeting of creditors, unless he satisfies the committee or Board that there is 
sufficient reason for postpoving the declaration to a later date.” 


A comparison of this clause with section 41 of the present Act will 
show that a considerable alteration from the present procedure is proposed, 
and we think that the clause is a decided improvement upon that section. 
The provision in the section for summoning meetings of creditors if a 
dividend is not declared within six months has become in practice almost, 
if not quite, a dead letter, and to us it appears a useless expense and may 
well be abolished. We have only to call attention to the words in the 
clause, “ unless he satisfies the committee or Board that there is sufficient 
reason,” &c. We presume that the intention is that the Board of Trade 
are only to be satisfied in case there is no committee of inspection. If so, 
then we would suggest the insertion of the words, “if there is no such 
committee,” after the word ‘‘ or” ina parenthesis. As drawn it would ap- 
pear as though the Board of Trade might be appealed to in case the com- 
mittee were not satisfied, but the former part of the clause would, some- 
what negative such an interpretation. Whichever is intended (and 
either course, would, to our mind, be feasible) ought to be more clearly 
expressed. This betrays a iittle carelessness on the part of the draftsman 
of the Bill which appears also in other clauses which we have already 
pointed out—viz., clause 13, sub-clauses 3 and 4; clause 20, sub-clause 
11; and clause 25, sub-clause 3. 

Clauses 28 to 32 are comprehended under the heading “ Receipts, Pay- 
ments, Accounts, Audit.” These are somewhat lengthy and would take 
up too much space to print at length. The following may be taken as a 
general outline of them :—Clause 28.—(1.) Every trustee and receiver 
shall pay all money received by him into the Bank of England to the 
credit of the Paymaster-General. (2.) If he retains more than £50 for 
more than ten days he shall pay interest on the excess ‘‘ at the rate of 
£20 per centum per annum, and shall, unless he explains the retention to 
the satisfaction of the Board of Trade, have no claim for remunera- 
tion, and may be dismissed from his office by the Board of Trade 
on the application of any creditor or of the Comptroller in Bank- 
ruptcy, and shali be liable to pay any expenses occasioned by reason 
of his default.” (3.) Provides for payment out by the Paymaster- 
General of moneys required for the purposes of the estate. (4.) Provides 
for the keeping of a separate account for each estate by the Paymaster- 
General, and for his furnishing the trustee or receiver with copies 
of entries, &c. Clause 29 provides for the investment of funds belonging 
to bankrupts’ estates to the credit of the Paymaster-General in Govern- 
ment securities, and (sub-clause 2) “ the income of the investments shall 
from time to time be received by the Paymaster-General, and by him 
paid into the Exchequer, and carried to the Consolidated Fund”’ ; (3.) 
For the realization of such securities “ when required to answer any 
demands in respect of bankrupts’ estates” ; and (4.) “ A separate account 
shall be kept of the amount derived from the income of any investments 
made under this section, and regard shall be had thereto in fixing the 
fees payable in respect of bankruptcy proceedings.” Clause 30 provides— 
(1.) That every trustee and receiver shall, once every six months, or more 
frequently if so required, forward to the comptroller an account of his 
receipts and payments verified by affidavit, and in default shall be 
guilty of contempt of court; (2.) For the audit of such accounts by the 
comptroller; and (3.) That such accounts shall be filed and kept 
by the comptroller and shall be open toinspection. Clause 31 requires— 
(1.) Every trustee and receiver within ten days from the 30th of June 
and the 31st of December in each year to file with the comptroller “a 
list of all balances belonging to the various estates of which he is trustee 
or receiver, and shall at the same time deposit and leave with the comp- 
troller the pass-book or pass-books verifying the balances,’ and also 
requires the payment forthwith of such balances “outstanding in the 
hands or under the control of the trustee or receiver” into the Bank of 
England to the credit of the Paymaster-General ; and (2.) “Ifa trustee 
or receiver fails so to file any such list, or deposit any such pass-book, 
the Board of Trade may, by order, remove him from the office of trustee 
or receiver of any or allof the estates under his control.” Clause 32 
relates to the release of a trustee after payment of a final dividend or 
removal from his office. He is then to apply to the comptroller for, a 
report on his accounts, which the comptroller is to furnish ‘‘on the 
trustee complying with all his requirements” ; (2.) The trustee is there- 
upon to apply to the Board of Trade for an order of release, and to 
send to each creditor who has proved, with notice of the application, a 
copy of the comptroller’s report "; (3.) The Board is to take into considera- 
tion the comptroller’s report and any objection to the release by auy 
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creditor or person interested, and shall either grant. or withhold the 
release subject to an appeal to the High Court of Justice; (4.) 
Empowers the court to make an order “charging the trustee with the 
consequences of any act or default he may have done ot made contrary 
to his duty,” and (5.) An order of release is to discharge a trustee from all 
liability for any act done or default made by him, “but any such order 
may be revoked on proof that it was obtained by fraud.” 

The first point to which we would call attention in these clauses is the 
provision that all moneys are to be paid into the Bank of England to the 
credit of the Paymaster-General. Why should not the creditors have 
power to appoint their own bank, if they choose, as at present? By so 
doing they retain for the estate the benefit of any interest which the 
money may make whilst in the bank, but this provision would deprive 
them of such benefit for the good of the Consolidated Fund. It is an 
indirect mode of rairing a revenue at the expense of bankrupts’ estates. 
Then what is the object of the words, ‘the pass-book or pass-books 
verifying the balances,” if a trustee is only to pay into the Bank of Eng- 
land as proposed? In such case how can he be furnished with a pass- 
book ? 

With regard to the audit of accounts by the comptroller, without 
underrating the value of such audits, but on the contrary strongly 
approving thereof, we would suggest that it would be a much more satis- 
factory system if local audits of such jaccounts were established. It is 
very certain that with the proposal that all trustees’ accounts shall be 
audited by the comptroller an enormous increase in his staff will be 
required ; and why should not auditors from his department or from the 
Board of Trade visit the various districts periodically and require trustees 
to wait upon them with their accounts on certain days? We feel sure 
that this would insure a much more correct and satisfactory audit. 

In clause 28, sub-clause 2, and clause 32, we are strongly of opinion 
that the substitution of the Board of Trade for the court will not be an 
improvement. Our remarks upon clause 24, sub-ciause 2, will apply also 
to sub-clause 2 of clause 28, whilst with regard to clause 32, we cannot 
gather therefrom or from any other clause in the Bill where it is pro- 
posed that the Board of Trade shall sit to hear applications by trustees 
for their release. lf it is intended that it shall all be done by corre- 
spondence, we think it will be anything but satisfactory. Then, again, 
under sub-clause 3 of that clause, is a trustee’s conduct to be adjudicated 
upon behind his back, upon representations made by creditors, without 
his having an opportunity of answering them? We presume not, but 
certainly the clause as drawn is delightfully vague upon the point. 
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REVIEWS. 


THE CONVEYANCING ACT, 


Tae Coxveranctsc anp Law or Property Act, 1881, anp Tue Venpor 
snp Puncuaser Act, 1874, with Nores; ann Forms anp PREecepENTs 
Apartep vor Use unper THe Acts; atso Tue Soxicrrors’ Remunera- 
tion Act, 1881. By Epwarp Parker Wo.srenuotme, Barrister-at- 
Law, one of the Conveyancing Counsel of the Court; and Ricuarp 
Orroway Tvuner, Barrister-at-Law. Wm. Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


We take an early opportunity to review a work of which the issue has 
been expected by the profession with very great interest. The estimate 
which the reader will form of the merits of the notes will probably depend 
upon his view of the easiness or difficulty of the Act with which they are 
chiefly concerned. If he thinks that the Conveyancing Act is a simple, 
lucid, straightforward composition, such as “he who runs may read” with- 
out either halting or feeling puzzled, he will form a high opinion of the 
discretion of the learned editors, whose notes are not numerous and are 
many of them very short. But the reader who feels doubts and difficulties 
will receive little help from a work which seems to have been constructed 
upon the hypothesis that the Act shines by ite own light; and that 
doubts are absurd, not to say impious. It is very natural that the 
learned editors should be loath to admit that the Act needs a perpetual 
series of explanatory ukases in order to make its meaning clear. Still 
we thiak that, putting out of the question our own humble efforts, the 
difficulties which have been pointed out by other editors of the Act are 
quite numerous and important enough to call for some explanation. It 

however, that for the elucidation of doubtful points not noticed 
in the present book the reader is to seck information elsewhere. “ The 
eater,” say the learned editors, “is referred to the very useful and 
carefully written work of Mesers. Aubrey St. John Clerke and Thomas 
Brett on the Conveyancing Act, containing . . explanations of the 
eftect and meaning of various sections. On a few points it will be found 
that opinions differ.” 

It is superfinous to say of & book commended by such distinguished 
authorship, that it contains many valuable observations. That it also 
contains not a few observations (some of them will be presently noticed) 
A which the value is much less obvious, is a much more surprising cir- 
cumstance. We think that one of the most useful parta of the book is 
the general summary, with which it commences, of the changes effected 








(or aimed at) by the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, combined with 
certain parts of the Conveyancing Act. This gives clearly and in a short 
compass the alterations intended to be effected. We need hardly say, 
however, that we do not advise draftsmen to take for granted all the 
statements in this summary. 

In reading the notes, our attention was arrested by a remarkable feat of 
exegesis contained in the comment upon section 65. The reader may remem. 
ber that we, in common with others, have inferred from the words of the 
Act, ‘the freeholder, or other person entitled in reversion expectant on 
the term,” that the section contemplates reversions other than free. 
hold, and therefore that sub-terms, as distinguished from terms, are with. 
in its scope. We further inferred that a freeholder who should reserve 
a substantial rent upon a long term, in order to prevent its enlargement 
into a fee by virtue of section 65, might find his intention defeated if his 
tenant should grant a long sub-term taking a fine and reserving no rent, 
The passage (p. 85) in which the learned editors deal with this manifest 
oversight in the Act, is a curious study. They begin by much more than half 
admitting the inference ; but contend that the rights of the freeholder, 
“such as they might be” (why this depreciatory phrase? they might 
include a rack-rent, and be of much the same value as the fee itself), 
would be preserved under sub-section 4. For this opinion they give no 
reasons; and noone who reads sub-section 4 can fail to see that, although 
the courts may perhaps screw the required meaning out of it, its words 
cannot have been intended to serve a purpose for which they are so ill- 
adapted. Finally, a most heroic effort is made to withdraw sub-terms 
altogether from the section, which, say the editors [italics here and else- 
where are our own], “seems to apply only to a term immediately under 
the fee, the expression ‘other person entitled’ meaning ‘other person 
entitled in remainder or reversion after the freeholder’” But 
‘“‘the expression” used by the Act is not barely ‘‘other person 
entitled:” it is “other person entitled in reversion expectant on the 
term.’ Shall we gravely be told that this means, ‘‘ other person 
entitled in remainder or reversion expectant on the determination of 
the estate of the freeholder aforesaid”? This is what our authors 
seem to say; for we presume that their phrase, “‘ after the freeholder,”’ 
means, “ after the determination of the freeholder’s estate.” 

Another interpretation to be found in the same note seems also to 
have been arrived at by the simple process of omitting some of the 
Acts most sigaificant words. ‘The power,” say the learned editors, 
“to convert into a fee is given to ‘any person beneficially entitled’ 
‘to possession’ (see definition of ‘ possession,’ s. 2 (iii.), ante). Thus a 
tenant for life, legal or equitable, and whether the land is ‘ subject to 
any incumbrance or not,’ can effect the conversion.” But some words 
have been here omitted which we can by no means consent to overlook. 
The words of the Act are, “any person beneficially entitled in right 
of the term, . . . to possession,’ &c. If the words in italics 
have no meaning whatever (as our authors, who omit them in their 
comment, seem to think), it is a strange thing that they should have 
been placed in the Act. If they have any meaning, they seem to 
exclude the right of a mere equitable tenant for life; who is entitled, 
not in right of the term, but in right of the trust. The pbrase is a 
well-known and common one: we say, “in right of the Crown,” “in 
right of the Duchy of Lancaster,” &c., in precisely the sense which our 
opinion would assign both to the phrase ‘in right of the term” and to 
the phraso “in right of the trust.” This is a question of practical 
importance; for we have no confident expectation that the courts will 
endorse the opinion of our learned editors. 

The meaning of section 17, which aims at restricting the consolidation 
of mortgages, has been keenly discussed in our columns; and we 
naturally looked to the learned editors for a solution of every difficulty. 
But the serious questions raised by the peculiar wording of the section— 
for example, the meaning of the phrase, “ the mortgage deeds,” in sub- 
section (2), and of the phrase, “the mortgages,” in sub-section (3)—are 
evaded, or rather, thrust aside by mere dogmatism. “He” (te, the 
mortgagor) “is put in the same position as if he were another person 
making the mortgage, consequently the surplus proceeds of a sale, .. . 
under one security cannot be applied to make good the deficiency of the 
other security” (p. 43), Not to cavil at words (though the words in 
italics might present some difficulty to a metaphysician), we must remark 
that we can find nothing in the section about the identity of the mort- 
gagor; and if the learned editors think that their proposition follows by 
necessary logical inference, they would have done well to show the.steps by 
which it is reached. ‘To us it seems to require a great deal of demon- 
stration. 

The note at p. 83 on section 63, dealing with the “ all-the-estate 
clause,” does not seem very satisfactory. “Lhe section,’ say the learned 
editors, “‘does not say that every conveyance shall be deemed to contain 
this clause, which might be inconsistent with the terms of conveyance, 
as the word ‘conveyance’ includes ‘lease.’”” ‘The words of the Act 
are, “Every conveyance shall . . . be effectual to pase all the 
estate,” &e. It seems, then, that there is an important difference 
between a conveyance which is “deemed to contain” the “ all-the- 
estate” clause, and a conveyance which “is effectual to pass all the 
estate.” The only difference between them visible to our eyes, is one 
which is as far as possible from being favourable to our learned editors. 
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The second expression seems to us to be a good deal stronger than the 
first; so that upon their own interpretation, the section seems to be more 
dangerous than it would have been if it had been “deemed to contain” 
the “ all-tne-estate” clause. Wedo not, on the whole, doubt that the 
courts will contrive to extricate themselves from this difficulty. But we 
more than doubt if they will get any help from the suggestion of the 
Jearned editors, that ‘‘ the premises would be controlled by the haben- 
dum: Co. Lit. 183a.” We have refuted that proposition once before in 
our columns, vol. 26, p. 23; and we happen to know that our opinion is 
shared by a practitioner of the highest reputation for profound and 
accurate knowledge of this branch of the law. We may also add that 
our doctrine is not far to seek; for it may be found in Davidson’s Pre- 
cedents, volume 1, 4th edition, p. 102: a fact of which we were not aware 
when we penned the refutation aforesaid. 

The obscurity of many passages in the Act is curiously illustrated in 
the notes by the strange confidence with which any inference is drawn 
which happens to suit the wishes of the commentator. One example of 
this has been already mentioned, Another occurs at p. 60, in a note 
upon section 30, which enacts that trust estates shall, upon the death of 
a sole trustee, devolve to his personal representatives. Hereupon we 
have the following note :—“ If a testator wishes that that his trust estates 
should go to particular persons, ho can appoint them executors for that 
special purpose.” The words of the Act by no means obviously warrant 
this inference. Because a freehold estate is, under certain circumstances, 
vested in the executor by force of the statute, it does not follow that the 
freehold is so completely impressed with the quality of personalty as to 
make the peculiar machinery of special executors applicable to its 
devolution. 

We observe among the Addenda et corrigenda, at p. xxiv., a note 
referring to that passage in section 65 of the Act, which speaks of rent 
reserved on a lease as having ‘* become barred by lapse of time,’ which 
we venture to think owes its origin to certain comments made by us a 
fortnight before the publication of this edition. ‘‘ Though the Statute 
of Limitations does not apply to rent reserved on a lease, . . yet it 
is conceived that a release of the rent would be presumed from non-pay- 
ment during a long period.” We did not expect that this lame expla- 
nation of an inept phrase in the Act would be caught at aud paraded by 
these learned authors. 


PLEADING. 


ButteN AND Leake’s Precepents or Puieapinc.—Part I. Fourrs 
Epition. Revised and adapted to the Present Practice of the Queen’s 
Bench Division of the High Court of Justice. By Tuomas J. Buin, 
Esq., Special Pleader, and Cyr Dopp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Sons. 


This purports to be the fourth edition of the well-known work on 
Pleading by Messrs. Bullen and Leake, but it may be more correctly 
described as a book of new precedents of pleading by other authors, which 
works up in the new precedents and the notes thereto as much of the old 
material as could be rendered available. The authors very truly say 
that the precedents cannot be of the same advantage to the pleader under 
the present system as precedents were under the former system. This is 
most undoubtedly true. The book comes into the world at a gloomy and 
doubtful season so far as the fortunes of such a work are concerned. The 
last suggestions in the way of law reform point to the abolition of 
pleadings to a very great extent, and if these suggestions are carried into 
effect it may be that the utility of precedents of pleading will be still 
further curtailed. Still, even then, pleadings in certain cases will be 
necessary, and we cannot but think that a work of this nature must, in 
any event, be useful. 

Precedents even under the old system could rarely be adopted verbatim, 

and under the new system pleadings must be still more in the nature of 
original compositions, but precedents are still useful as indicating the 
lines on which pleadings should be framed, and the mode in which 
difficulties of expression and arrangement that occur to the pleader in the 
various classes of cases with which he has to deal, may be met. We 
suppose that few practical persons who have since the Judicature Acts 
been called upon to frame pleadings have not firat in each particular 
case naturally turned to the old form of pleading in Bullen and Leake, 
and considered how far it was available in a changed form to the new 
system. The old form often gives, as it were, the skeleton which, under 
the new system, is to be clothed with flesh; and just as no man can be a 
good painter without a knowledge of anatomy, so we doubt whether any 
person can be a good pleader under the new system without some study 
of the old forms. The owner of this book has the advantage of having 
that process which everyone naturally went through for himself, gone 
through for him by a gentleman who, having largely assisted in the pro- 
duction of the last edition of the former work, is, presumably, particularly 
Well qualified for the purpose. 

It is a bold thing at the present day to put forward a pleading as a 
precedent. The whole matter is now so much at large, and, with great 
respect to them, some judges have talked so very unpractically about the 
mode in which pleadings should be framed, that it is very diffoult to 
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judges is that a pleading should be nearly, if not quite, as particular as 
a special case. We should like to make those judges go back to the 
junior bar for a short time and undertake a large pleading business. 
Every pleader knows how difficult, or practically impossible, it is to 
secure that degree of particularity at an early stage of a case, and how 
difficult it is in practice to frame pleadings so as to avoid objectionable 
generality on the one hand, and on the other, particularity which might 
prove fatal at a later stage. 

It is not easy to estimate the value of a work like the present until it 
has been tested by use. It is impossible for a reviewer to read it 
through for the purposes of a review. So far as we can judge from a 
necessarily somewhat cursory observation, the work seems very well done. 
One of the most valuable features of the old work was the collocation 
with the forms on each topic of notes containing the decisions on a great 
number of the points that most frequently arose in practice in counec- 
tion with such topic. It is 9 great advantage to have these notes 
brought down to the present time by including the cases decided since 
the last edition ; and so even if the precedents were of less value than 
they appear to be, or even of no value, the book would not be valueless. 
The book has been brought out under circumstances of difficulty, the 
period of its appearance being one of transition. As an instance of the 
difficulty under which its authors have laboured, we would refer to the 
discussion, on p. 158, with regard to the general averment of perform - 
ance of conditions precedent. But we, nevertheless, venture té think 
that the work will be found one of considerable value and usefulness. 














CORRESPONDENCE. 


JUDGES’ CHAMBERS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am not in the secrets of Mr. Crowder’s committee, but, in 
common with others of your correspondents, I trust we shall find it 
dealing practically with the conduct of business at judges’ chambers. 

I observe that, although the “omnibus summons” finds favour with 
no one except its inventors and the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society, the suggestion of allotting causes to particular masters has been 
favourably received—by yourself amongst others. 

In considering this suggestion it should be remembered that the 
Queen’s Bench masters now discharge duties which in the Chancery 
Division are distributed amongst registrars, chief clerks, and taxing 
masters. Not only so, but they act as referees. 

I readily agree that the chancery way is preferable in cases suited 
for it, but to achieve the desired object the staff of the Queen’s Bench 
Division must be re-arranged—and increased. And here we strike against 
a solid obstacle to improvement. No doubt, in former times the 
arrangements of the courts, and theemoluments of officials, were made with 
little regard to the public purse, but in these days a beggarly cheese- 
paring policy appears to rule which disregards the just claims of the 
suitors, whose large contribution to the cost of the administration of 
justice entitles them to the services of the best men in every grade of 
the judicial staff. This policy, which nullified the appointment of 
a Chief Judge in Bankruptcy for the sake of saving £5,000 a year, and 
which has reduced the salaries, while adding to the fatigues, of the Lords 
Justices, and hurries the judges about the country on additioual circuits, 
without (I believe) any compensation for the additional expenses thus 
thrown on incomes worth, relatively, much less now than when they were 
fixed fifty years ago—this miserable policy, I say, will no doubt veto 
the outlay of a single shilling on such an addition to the Queen’s Bench 
staff as is clearly needed in the interest of the suitors. 

Then is there any other way of doing it? There are still some offices 
connected with the courts which are sinecures, or nearly so, bat have 
been refilled when they might have been abolished without detriment 
to the public. These may hereafter be suppressed, but we canno$ wait 
for the extinction by natural causes of these vested interests. The only 
course left open seems to be a small increase on the fees in actions ; and 
it seems to me that, say, ten shillings so added in the course of an action 
carried to notice of trial, and five shillings in other cases, would not be 
felt by the suitor. Indeed, it would not really be an additional 
burden if the suitor gains in dispatch of his business, for dispatch in 
most cases meaus saving of money. 

The prescription of the Legal Procedure Committee is, to be sure, 
simple enough : it is “ peel the solicitor.” Increase the trouble, take away 
the business, cut down the charges. Our council seem to have perased 
this prescription with a light heart, or with very exemplary meekness, 
Whether solicitors, as a body, are prepared to be thus cuffed and kicked 
with similar equanimity, I know not, xX 








THE ALIENATION OF CROWN LANDS, 
[ T'o the Nditor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir.—Mr. A. R. Fairfield has, in a letter published in your paper of 
state- 





say now what is good pleading and what is not, The idea of some 





December 24, drawn attention to what he considers an erroneous 
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ment of the law with regard to the alienation of Crown lands in the 
‘Law of Waters,” p, 15. He states that the statute 1 Anne, e. 7, which 
invalidates, except under certain conditions, all grants of Crown lands, 
has been “* wiped off the Statute-Book’’ by the Statute Law Revision 
Act, 1867. If he had consulted the Revision Act itself, and not the 
chronological table only, he would have found tiat sections 5—7 of the 
Act of Anne, which are the only sections relating to the subject, are not 
repealed, and are, therefore, still in full force where not repugnant to 
the later Acts which transfer the management of Crown lands to the 
Woods and Forests and Board of Trade. I venture, therefore, to submit 
that the law is not incorrectly stated in the work of Mr. Forbes and 
myself, though I admit that it might have been more, clearly expressed ; 
and that Crown lands are still incapable of alienation by Royal grant, 
and can only be conveyed to a subject by virtue of powers conferred by 
statute. 

The last of the Acts cited by Mr. Fairfield, and which is, I think, the 
only one dealing with foreshores expressly, was omitted from the text of 
p. 15 by an oversight discovered before publication, and is to be found in 
the Errata et Addenda at the beginning of the work, with directions for 
its insertion. H. J. W. Covtson. 

Brick-court, Temple, Jan. 2. 





A BRIBE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—You may think the enclosed advertisement from the Midland 
Counties’ Herald worth notice. 

It is curious both from its estimate, from a tenaut’s point of view, of 
the benefit of a lease un the present (panic) terms, and for the cool 
assumption that solicitors as a class (saying nothing of land agents) are 
accessible to bribes for robbing their employers. 

Artuur L. Hers. 


[The following is the advertisement referred to :— 

“ Farm wanted.—To solicitors, land agents, &c.—£50 commission will 
be paid for negotiating a lease of 200 to 400 acres of good early land, at 
present value. Farm house must be within two miles of considerable 
town.—Address, , Birmingham.” | 








REGISTRATION OF WILLS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Having regard to the remarks in Mr. Dart’s valuable work on 
Vendors and Purchasers, in which he questions Lord St. Leonards’ state - 
ments on the subject, I should be glad if I could ascertain through your 
columns whether itis or is not the practice of the leading firms to 
register a probate where the testator had leaseholds only. 

T. G. 8. 
i oe reference is, we presume, to 2 Dart’s V. & P. 683 (5th ed.).—Eb. 





SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly mecting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lare, on Thursday, January 5, the 
following being present—viz., Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. 
Boodle, Cronin, Desborough, jun., Hedger, Lucas, Parkin, Sidney Smith, 
Styan, Nisbet, H. Vallance, and 4. B. Carpenter (secretary)—several appli- 
cations for grants were considered, and the ordinary business was transacted. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A special meeting of the society was heJd on Tuesday evening, the 20th ult., 
at the Law Library, Cross-street, the chair being taken by G. W. Fox, Esq, 
solicitor, and the vice-chair by C. H. M. Wharton, Esq, barrister-at-law. A 
lecture was delivered by Henry Stafturth, Esq., LL.M., barrister-at-law, on 
‘* Eanements.”” The lecturer dealt with the subject in a concise but 
exhaustive manner, and the lecture wag discussed by Mr. Peacock and several 
honorary members of the society. A vote of thanks to the lecturer and chair- 
man closed the proceedings. Members present, thirty-five. 





The Dublin correspondent of the Pall Mall Gazette says it is believed that 
the Government will not fill up at present the vacancy ou the Irish Bench 
caused by the death of Mr. Justice O’Brien. 
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MR. JUSTICE O’BRIEN 




















The Hon. James O’Brien, senior puisne judge of the Queen’s Bench B “rou 
Division in Ireland, died at his resideuce, St, Stephen’s-green, Dublin, on the Quee: 
29th ult., at the age of seventy-six. Mr. Justice O’Brien was the fourth TxNESI 
son of Mr. James O’Brien, of Limerick, and was born in 1805. He was oe 
educated at the Belfast Academy and at Trinity College, Dublin, where be 4 
took the usual degrees, and was called to the bar in Ireland in 1830, In 184] gyNDI 
(when only thirty-six vears of age) he became a Queen’s Counsel, and in 1848 has { 
he was created a serjeant-at-law. He occupied for many years a leading 
position at the Irish bar, and in 1854 he was elected M.P. for the borough of 
Limerick in the Liberal interest. He held the seat till 1858, when he was Inox, 
appointed a puisne judge of the Court of Queen’s Bench. Mr. Justice Nov 
O’ Brien had been twenty-three years on the bench, and had earned for himself solic 
a reputation. as a sound constitutional lawyer, He was very popular in the ee 
profession, and his death is lamented by all parties in Ireland. liqu 

LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Joun Macpoucatt Gipson has been appointed Substitute Procureur Au 
and Deputy Advocate-General for the Colony of Mauritius. Vv. 

Mr. Cuarves Spencer Tuorn, solicitor, of Worcester, has been appointed my 
a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, Eap 

Mr. Joun Brossett Maus, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Inner ine 
Temple for the ensuing year. C 

Mr. Tuomas Maywaup. How, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, bas been appointed < 
Clerk to the newly formed Shrewsbury School Board. Mr, How was admitted Kz! 
a solicitor in 1846, *. 


Mr. Samvet Prentice, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of the Middle v 


Temple for the ensuing year. » 
Mr, Arnruur Branpretn, barrister, has been appointed Judge of the Chief Ru 
Court of the Punjiub. Mr, Brandreth was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-ion gs 
in Trinity Term, 1868. 
Mr, Joun Peter De Gex, Q.C., has been elected Treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn ” 
for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Sipney Hacker, solicitor, of Totnes and Newton Abbott, has been 
appointed Deputy-Coroner for the Totnes, District of Devonshire. Mr. Hacker 
was admitted a solicitor in 1875. He is. in partnership with Mr. Henry B 
Michelmore, clerk of the peace for Devonshire. B 
Mr. ALEXANDER SuitH Kinngar, LL.D., Q.C., Dean of the Faculty of - 
Advocates at Edinburgh, has been appointed a Judge of the Court of Session in I 
Scotland, in succession to the late Lord Curriehill. I 


Mr. Aucustine Epwin Tower, solicitor, of. 90, Lower. Thames-street, E.C., 
has been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court 
of Judicature. 


—— 





PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED AND CHANGED. 


CuARLES James DainTrey, FrepericK Hickson, aud Freperick PARisu 
solicitors, 1, Great Winchester-street, London, at Petworth and Pulborough, 
Sussex, and at Erith and Dartford, Kent (Daintrey, Hickson, & Parish, and, 
Parish, Daintrey, & Hickson). So far as regards the said Frederick Parish. 
Dec. 21 ({ Gazette, Dec. 30, 1881.] 


Messrs, H. Kimber & Co., solicitors, of 79; Lombard-street, E.C., have 
taken into partuership Mr. William Wallworth Elliott. The style of the firm 
remains as heretofore. 


Cnartes James Hunter and Wiriram James Curtis, solicitors, 13, Hal- 
ford-strect, Leicester (Hunter & Curtis). Deo. 31. The said William 
James Curtis will in future practise at 13, Halford-street, Leicester, aforesaid 
on his own separate account. 


Rozert Ricuarpson and Artaur Morris, solicitors, Bradford, (Richard- 
son & Morris). Nov. 30, Robert Richardson will continue to practise at the 
Swan-arcade, and Arthur Morris will practise at 1, New Ivegate, Market- 
street, Bradford, 


James Maurin Rutrer and James Finney, solicitors, Bolton. Dec. 30. 


Wituiam Moserxy Tayier and Joun Warp, solicitors (‘Tayler & Ward), 
No, 27, Great James-street, Bedford-row. Dec. 31. 
[Zazette, Jan, 3, 1882.] 


COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Jownt Stock Companies, 
‘ Tamryrep iv Cmancrry, we we . 
WITHERNSEA PIER, Promenade, GAs, AND, GENERAL ImprovemEnt Company, LiMiTED. 
—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 28, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C.» 
on Jan 13, Belland Co, Bow churchyard, agents for Woodhonse, Kingston-upon- 
Hull, solicitor for the petitioner [Gagette, Dec, 30.J 
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CounTESTHORPE Brick anD Tite Company, Lruirep.—Petition for winding up, 
resented Dec 28, directed to be heard before Chitty, J, on Jan 14, Paterson and Co, 
incoln’s inn fields, agents for Haxby, Leicester, solicitor for the petitioner 

Socirty or Arricany. Travers, Limitep.—Petition for winding up, presented Dec 6, 

directed to be heard before Fry, J, on Jan 13. Cotton, Southampton .bidgs, solicitor 
for the petitioner [@azgette, Jan. 3. | 
UnNuimiTep IN CHANCERY, ° . ‘ 
SzventH East Centra BEenerit Burnpine Soorsty.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C. 





Rota or REGISTRARS 


COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


IN ATTENDANCE ON 


dated Dec 20, it was ordered that the society be wound up. Elborough and Dean, Covas. o» , 
Queen Victoria st, solicitors for the petitioner . Date. ‘APPRAL. Vv. C. Bacon, V.C. Haut, 
{TxyNESIDE PERMANENT Brnerit Buripine Socrety.—Petition for winding up, presented , i : 
Dec 28, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Jan 13. Allen, Bedford row, agent | Monday, Jan. ...+se+se. 9 Mr. Koe Mr. Latham Mr. Pemberton 
for Criddle, Newcastle-on-Tyne, solicitor for the petitioner teadetigd : Tuesday ..ccccccccce eee Glowes Leach Ward 
‘azette, Dec. 30. 
SYNDICATE OF THE MINING Property Puiacer AURIFERO GENERAL, ALVAREZ.—Fry, J, be rl tp diy heh hy a Pose a a 
has fixed Thursday, Jan 12, at 12, for the appointment of an official liquidator MUTSUBY resesess cope 14 slowes ch ard 
[ Gazette, Jan. 3.] Eriday eaccsegecececase z 7 {athe a 
County -PaLaTinE or LANCASTER, BEOTUAY.. corerecereeece — a — 
; ‘Limarsp In CHANCERY. Mr. Justica Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Inon, STEEL, AND Harpware Company, Lrwitep.—By an order made by the V.C., dated Ber. Kay. Curry. 
Nov 2I, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Barrell and Co, Liverpool, | Monday, Jan.......+ee0+. 9 Mr. Farrer Mr. Merivale Mr. Jackson 
solicitors for the petitioner ‘ (Gazette, Dec. 30 } Tuesday ~..ccoe cscccee 10 Teesdale King Cobby 
Inon, SrEEL, aND HarpwarE Company, Luwrrgp,—The V,C. has, by an order dated | Wednesday........+++e++ Lh Farrer Merivale Jackson 
Nov 21, appointed Higginson Robinson, 20, Water st, Liverpool, to be official Thursday ..ccesyergeey 12 Teesdale King Coboy 
liquidator Gasette, Jan. 3-] | Witgay cc s.csyenevoece 18 Farrer Merivale Jackaon 
Pi Saturday..ccccccccscesee Lf Teesdale Kiog Cobby 


CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ,ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
LAST DAY OF PROOF. 

ALLDRIDGE, CHARLES Hoventon, Birmingham, Cabinet Case Maker. Jan 31. Alldridge 
v Alldridge, Fry, J. Southall, Birmingham 

Davis, Moss, Surrey st, Strand. Feb 28. Peplow v Spyer, Fry, J. Spyer, Winchester 
House, Old Broad st ‘ 

Eavon, Joun Aurrep, Sheffield, Auctioneer. Jan 24, Eadon v Eadon, Chitty, J. 
Brown and Son, Sheffield ” , 

Hone@rs, Ricwarp Jonn, Weston-super-Mare, Esq. Jan 28. Shurlock v Hodges, 
Chitty, J. Mills, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Kean, JAMES, Wrexham, Denbigh, Pawnbroker. Jan 27. Mallon v Beirne, Hall, V.C. 
Hughes, Wrexham 

Kenpati, Toomas Marsters; King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Surgeon. Jan 24. Woodward v 
Kendall, Chitty, J. Archer, King’s Lynn — 

LoapER, CHARLES Price, Great Lever, near Bolton, Wine Merchant. Jan 27. Loader 
v Daniel, Hall, V.C. Keary and Marshall, Stoke-upon-Trent 

Morris, Hersert Byron, Exeter, Wine Merchant. Feb 10. Lord v Morris, Chitty, J. 
Bartlett, Bath 

RicHARDSON, WILLIAM, Old st, Book Manufacturer... Jan 31. Richardson v Richard- 
son, Fry, J. Reed, Guildhalt chmbrs, Basinghall st 

StepBines, GeorGE, High st, Stratford, Grocer. Jan 31. Carter v Stebbings, Fry, J. 
Parkes, Queen Victoria st 

StronG, Cuartes Dyxes, Birmingham, Corn Factor. Jan 31, Gray v Strong, Hall, 
V.C. Pointon, Birmingham 

[ Gazette, Dec. 27.] 


CREDITORS UNDER: 22 & 23-VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM, 
Baxer, Frances Orortoy, Hasfield Court, Gloucester, Jan 31. Bryan, Gloucester 
Bartiert, CHarLEs, Arundel, Sussex. Feb 8, Bartlett, Bedford row 
BENNETT, CHARLES, East Southernhay, Exeter,Gent. Feb 1. Burch, Exeter 
Bennett, Matitpa, East Southernhay, Exeter. Feb 1. Burch, Exeter 
Bennett, THomas Sawte, East Southernhay, Exeter, Gent. Feb1. Burch, Exeter 
Britt, Witu1amM, St John’s Common, Clayton, Gent. March 13. King and Son, 
Brighton 
BuckueR, Jonn, Saltash, Cornwall, Gent. Dec 27.. Cleverton and Son, Plymouth 
ButrrrrwortH, THomas, Heywood, Lancaster. Jan 9. Grundy and Son, Manchester 
Ciark, Jonn, Doncaster,. York, Gurriev.. Feb 28, Fisher, Doncaster 
Cuark, W1LL1AM Henry, AnpREW, Leinster gdns, Hyde pk. Jan 25, Meynell and 
Pemberton, Wnitehall place 
CLirFrorD, WiLL1aM, Exeter, Gent.. Feb1. Burch, Exeter 
CirrForD, Mary Fryer, Exeter, . Feb 1,: Burch, Exeter 
Cotguitr, Ernest Aveustus, Liverpool, Gent. Jan 21. Payne and Son, Liverpook 
Dsxrgr, THomas, Nottingham, Gent. Jam 28. Burton and Co, Market pl, Nottingham 
DairfreLp, WiLtiAM, Audlem, Cheshire, Draper Feb1, Driffield and Williams, exors, 
Birkenhead “ yu 
PASTLAKE, WILLIAM, Plymouth, Solicitor, March 25. Loye, Plymouth ’ 
Euspon, Hanry, Rothbury, Northumberland, Builder. Jan 2. Nicholson, Morpeth 
Francom, Henry, Seven Sisters’ rd, Licensed Victualler, Feb 2, Clapham and Fitch, 
Bishopsgate Without 
Frencu, (korGE Russxut, Henrietta st, Brunswick sq, Architect. Feb1. Burton and 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields t 
Grimmonp, Gror@g Srevenson, Oxford st, Confectioner. Feb 1. Mossop and Rolfe, 
Cannon st 
Giover, Tomas Grorar, Sydenham Hill, Esq. Feb 13. Gadsden and Treherne, 
Bedford row ° 
os ee RicHarp James, Market Strand, Falmouth, Draper. Jan 31, Jenkins, 
‘almout! 
Hanraravess, James Watmstey, Liverpool. Jan 19, Tyrer and Co, Liverpool 
Hraver, Groras, Buxted, Sussex, Miller, Feb 10. Warburton and De Paula, 
Fingbury circus 
Hreert, Henry, Banbury, Oxford, Gent. Feb 1, Fortescue and Sons, Banbury 
Jenninas, ADELAIDER, Harbledown, Kent. Feb 25, Lewis, Castle st, Dover. 
Kwox, Rey. Canon Anprew, Birkenhead, Clerk. Jan 20, Brook and Morris, Liverpool 
McKenzig, Joun, Peterborough, Draper. Feb1. Hart, Peterborough 
M&KKB, GuoRGR Barker, Derby, out of business. Jan 31. Smith and Son, Sheffield 
cone Rosert, Pemberton, Lancaster, Saddler. Jan 21. Appleton and Wright, 
igan 
Napvgn, Joun, Leek, Stafford, Builder. Jan 31. Challinor and Co, Leek 
Nicwo.son, ‘Tuomas, St Clement's terr, York, Builder. March1, Wilson, York 
Pivon, Manaton, Ifield, nr Crawley, Sussex, Esq. Jan 31. Boodle, Davies st, London 
Ricuarpson, Timotay Watson, Woodthorpe, Farmer, March 1, Brown and Co, 
Wakefield 
Riaa@x, Joun, Kensington, Esq. Feb1, Marshall, 'Theobald's rd 
Swaine, THomas, Handsworth, Gent. March 1. Pointon ge ke 
HOARE scones Duruam, Sevenoaks, Kent, Maltster. Feb 18, Holcroft and Machell, 
evenoaks 
Twiss, Ann, Tempest Hey, Liverpool, Jan 30. Quinn and Sons, Liverpool 
Watonam, WiuntAm,; Poplar, Licensed Victualler. Jan 20. Marsh, Fen ct 
Weoseanmonorr, Josuru, Leftwich, Chester, Surgeon, Feb 1, Green and Dixon, 


orth “"y 
Youna, Joun, Canonbury Park North, Gent. Feb 14. Chorley and Go, Moorgate st 





[ Gagette, Dec, 23.) 





Thursday .. 2..Bkcy apps and othr apps 


COURT OF. APPEAL. 
At Lincoln’s-inn and Westminster. 
App. motns. ex pte, apps. 
Wednes, Mar 1 {from orders made on inter- 
locutory motns, & o:hr apps 


Friday .... 
Satrday .. 4 
oder ce 6 Appeals. 
Teesday .. 7 

App. mots, ex pte, apps. 
Wednesday 8 } from orders made on inter- 
: lecutory. moins., &othr apps 
Thursday... 9..Bkcy. apps. & othr apps. 
Friday ....10 
Saturday ..21 
Monday ....13 


fuesday....14 : sot 
App. motns. ex pte apps. 

Wednesday. 15 {rum orders made on inter: 
locutory motns & othr apps 

Thurs, ..,.16..Bkcey. apps. & othr apps. 

Friday ....17 

srondae? amg APRESS. 

Tuesday....21 


Appeals. 





App. motns, ex pte apps. 

Wednes,....224 from. orders made on inter- 

‘ locutory motns, & othr apps 

Thursday ..23..Bkcy. apps. & othr apps. 

—! erry: 3 | 

aturday ..25 
Monday, ot toe 
Tuesday....28 
App. mots, ex pte, apps. 

Wednday ..29 {tm orders mada on inter- 

locutory mots., & othr apps 

Thurady ..30..Bkey apps and othrapps 

— ae 

atrdy, Apr 
Monday cece i ara 
Tuesday .... 4 
( App. mots. ex pte. apps. 

Wednsdav.. 54 from orders made on inter- 

locutory mots, & othe apps. 

N.B.—There will be no sitting at. West- 
minster during the absence of the Lords 
Justices Baggallay, Cotton, and Lindley 
on cireuit, 

During such absence, if any of the West- 
minster interlocutory appeals are urgent, 
application may be made to the court at 
Lincoln’s inn for early hearing in that 
court. 

N.B. — Lunacy petitions will be taken 
every Saturday during the sittings at 
Lincoln’s-inn, 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 








Hivary Srrrrnes, FROM Mancu 1 to Apa 5, 1882. 
(Continued from page 144.) 


Satarday ..25..Petna, sht. caus. & ger pa. 

Monday ....27..In Bankruptcy. 

Weanedy 7129 
edn 0029 

henkie *"30 General paper. 

Friday ....3)..Motns. ali. sums & gen pa. 

Satrdy, {Apr 1...Pets., sht causes, & gen. pa, 

Monday .... 3..In Bankruptey. 

Tuesday.... 4..G@eneral paper. 

Wednesday. 5..Mts. adj. sums. & gen pa. 

Further Considerations will betaken as part 
of the General Paper in priority to 
Original Causes which have not already 
appeared in the paper. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the canse-book 
at least one clear day before the same 
be put in the paperto be so heard, ant 
the necessary papers must be left in coart 
with the judge's officer the dsy before the 
cause is to be put in.o the paper. 

V.C. Sis CHARLES HALL, 
At Lincoln’s-inn. 

Wed., Mar 1...General paper 

Thursday .. 2..Motns. & gen. pa. 

Friday .... 3..Pets. & gen. pa. 

Satrdy, .... 4{ Sh. caus., adj suns, & 


gen. pa 
Monday.... 6 é 
Tuesday .... 7} Genera paper. 
Wednesday. 8 
Thursday .. 9..Mots. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....10..Pets. & gen. pa. 
Saturday ..11 ia causes, adj sums. & 


gen. pa. 
Monday....13 
Tuaday 164 General pa er 
Wednesday.15 


Thars, .... 16,.Mots. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....17.,Petns. & gen, pa. 
Saturday ..18 Sht. caus., adj. sums., & 


j gea. pa 
Monday .. 20) 
Puesday....21 > General paper. 
Wed.,.. ...22) 


Thursday ..23...Mtns, & gen. pa. 

Friday, sooo Bae. & gen. . é 
nt. cans,, sums. 

Saturday »23} gen. pa. 

Monday....27 

Tuesdy 28 > General paper. 

o 


.30..Mosns. & gen. pa 
Friday ....31,.Pms. & gen. pa. 
Satday, Apr {* caus, adj. sams, & 


Mond fe 
onday.... ~ 
Taesday .. a { General et. 









V.C. Stn JAMES BACON, 
At Lincoln’s Ian. 


Wednes, Mar 3} General paper. 


Thursday .. 2 boa aj al 
He ions, adj, sums,, an 
Friday .... 3f gen. pa. 

Satrdy .... 4 — causes, and gen, | 
Monday.... 6..In Bankruptcy. 
Tuesdays... 7 

Wednesday 5 > General paper. 

Thurs,..... 

Friday ,...10,.Motns, adj. sums, & gen, pa. 
Sat., .sseeell..Pets. sht. causes, & gen, pa. 
Monday... ..13.,In Bankruptcy. 

Tuesday ..14 
Wedsdy. ...15 } Genoral paper 
Thursday,.16 . 

Friday ...17..Motns., adj. sms, & gen. pa. 
Sat., .or0...18..Petma, ant, causes, & gen. pa, 
Monday.,..20..In Bankruptey. 
Tuesday.....21 

Wed. ....0. 22 } General paper. 

Thursday, ..23 

Friday, ....24.,Motns, adj. sums & gen. pa, 





Dax.igut in Passaaxs,—Chappuis’ Reflectors, 69, Fleet-street,—[Apvr. ] 


book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers must be 
left in court with the judge's officer, the 
day before the cause is to be put into the 
paper, 
Ma. Juszros FRY, 
At Lincoin's-ina. 
Wed, Mar .. 1..General paper. 
Tharsday .. 2.. Motos, adj. sum. &geaepa. 
Friday .... 3 —- case., pias. afj.comes, 


ad gen. pas 
Oontn wees y teat ge 
Tuesday. 2? } General paper. 
SH 

Friday.....010 ee 
Saturday ..11,.Adj. sums, & goa, pa. 





nesday ‘ 
Thursday .. 9..Mots. adj. suman, & gem pa. 
adj.samas., 
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Monday....13 

Tuesday ....!4> General paper. 

Wednesday..15 

Thursday ..16.. Mots. a‘j. sumns, & gen. pa. 
‘ Sht. caus, pets. adj. sumns., 

Friday ....17 & gen. pa. 

Saturday ..18..Adj. sums. & gen. pa. 

Monday....20 

Tuesday....21 

Wednes, ..22 

Thursd ....23.. Mots, adj, sumns 4j gen. pa, 
. Sht. caus, pets., adj. sumn-., 

Friday, ....24 fe gen. pa. 

Saturday ..25...Adj. sums & gen. pi. 

Monday ....27 ) 

Tuesday....28 > General paper. 

Wedneday..29) 

Thursd cee? Em adj. sum. & cen. pa 

a § Sht. caus., pets., adj. sumn., 

Friday ....31 1& gen, pa. 

Sat, Apl.. 1..Adj. sums. & gen. pa. 

Tuesday... 44 General paper. 


Wednesday 5..Motns, adj. sum, & gen. pa. 


General paper. 


Causes in which Witnesses are to be 
examined before the Court, will be 
taken on Mondays, Tuesdays and 


Wednesdays; and Causes without Wit- 
nesses, and Further Considerations will 
be taken on Thursdays, Fridays, and 
Saturdays. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers must 
be left in court with the judge’s officer 
the day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. 


Me. Justice KAY, 

At Lincoln’s-inn, 
Wed. Mar... : 

t 

Tnaredsy -- 3} General paper 
Saturday .. 4 
Monday ..... 6 
Tuesday.... 7 
Wednesday . 8 
Thurs. ..... 9 
Frday.. ...10 
Saturday ..1l 
Monday ....13 
Tuesday ..14 
Wednesday 15 
Thursday ..16 
Friday ....17 
Saturday -.18 


: 
| 
; 


General paper. 


General paper. 


Tuesday... .21 
Weds, 000.22 
Thursday ..23 
Fridey ....24 
Saturday ..25 
Monday....27 
Taoesday....28 
Wednsdsy..29 
Thursday ...30 
Friday ....31 
Sat.,Apr.. | 


General paper. 


General paper 


HIGH COURT 


PRE 


Monday .... 3 
Tuesday.... 4 > General paper. 
Wednesday. 5 4 
Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
At the Rolls Houge. 
Wed.. Mar.. 


Thursday -. > } General paper. 
Friday .... 3..Motns, & gen. pa. 
aturd 4 Pets.,sht. causes, adj. sums, 
BERT s+<s= (procedure), and gen. pa. 
Fur. cons., dems., & non 
Monday.... 6 wit causes. 
Tuesday.... 7 
Wednesday.. 8 { General paper 
Thursday .. 9 
Friday .......10..Mtns. phage pa. - 

Pets,, sht. cans, adj, sums, 
Saturday ..1! { (Procedure), & gen. pa. 

Fur. cons., dems., & non 

Mon., -cccoeld wit ‘caubes 
Tuesday.... 14) 
Wedsdy.....15 ¢General paper. 
Thursday ..16 
Friday, ....17..Motns, so pa, 

Pets, sht. caus., adj. sums. 
Saturday ... 18 } (Procedure), & gen. pa. 
Fur. cons. dems. & non 


Monday.....20} vit causes 

| Tuesday ....21 

Wed., .... 22? General paper. 
fhursday ..23 


Friday, eer oe aad ga 
s r ets, sht, caus, adj. sumns. 

Saturday ..25 { (Pro’ edure), and —— pa. 
Fur cons., dems., non 

Monday ....27 et causes 

Tuesday ....28 

Wednsday. | General paper. 

Thurs 

Friday......31..Motns & gen. - 
Pets, sht. caus, adj., somus 

Sat.,Apr .. 1 | cercocdure), an ae pa. 
Fr. cons., dems., & ron 

Monday.... 3 be isintene 

Tuesday..... 4..General paper. 

Wednesday . 5..Motns. & gen. pa. 

Causes and actions in which witnesses 
are to be examined before the court will be 
taken on Tuesdays, Wednesdays and 
Thursdays, and causes and actions without 
witnesses will be taken on Mondays; but 
when the list of causes and actions without 
witnesses is exhausted, causes and actions 
with witnesses will be taken on Mondays 
also. 

Further considerations will be taken as 
part of the general paper in priority to 
original causes which have not already 
appeared in the paper. 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause, must be so marked in the cause 
| book at least one clear day before the same 
| can be put in the paper to be so heard, and 
the necessary papers must be left in court 
| with the judge’s officer the day before the 

cause is to be put in the paper. 
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OF JUSTICE, 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION.—HILARY SITTINGS, 1882. 
NEW TRIAL PAPER. 


For Argument. 


Middlesex, Nowell v Williams (part heard, 
May 25, 26, 27, and 28, 1880), before Lord 
Coleridge, and Grove and Lopes, JJ 

Liverpool, Starr and another v Bollond 
stands over Field, J 

Middlesex, Taylor, trading, &c v Hodgkin- 
sonandanr stands for arrangement 

Lo C8, J 

Middlesex, Nordberg, trading, &e v Trade 
Auxiliary Co, ld (Stubb & Co) to be 
argued before three judges Field, J 

Northampton, Gunning and anr v Tanner, 
clerk Stephen, J 

Middlesex, Prudential Assurance Co, limd 
v Western Provident Assoc and anr 

Field, J 

Warwick, Lamb v Fryer Wilhams, J 

Liverpool, Kynes v Jones Coleridge, Ld 

Middlesex, Fennervy Smith Stephen, J 

Surrey, L and 8 Western Ry Co v Surrey 
and Hampshire Canal Co stands for 


settlement Field, J 
Durham, Hedley v Coulson Kay, J 
Middlesex, Dunn v Underhill North, J 


Middlesex, Ware v Crispin Stephen, J 
Middlesex, Cook v Winby Manisty, J 
Jordan y Governor and Co of the New 
River Manisty, J 
Middlesex, Bull v Esquilant 
Coleridge, La 
Middlesex, Pitney v Thistlethwaite 
Maniaty, J 
Middlesex, Molekomp v Rarnm Bowen, J 
Owen v Griffiths motn for 
judgt by order Bagygallay, LJ 
Middlesex, Dearlove v Lennard and Sons 
Mathew, J 


Middlesex, Jones vy Shumacher 
Mathew, J 
Middlesex, Scott v Sampson 
Coleridge, Ld 
Robertson v Cuff Manisty, J 
Watkins v Manders 
Manisty, J 
Manisty, J 


Middlesex, 
Middlesex, 


Middlesex, Hay v Freeman 
Middlesex, Swindon v Reeves 
Stephen, J 
Middlesex, Rudeforth v Willett and anr 
Pollock, B 
Middlesex, Calcino vy Campoverde 
Mathew, J 
London, Porter and Wife v Met District Ry 
Co Bowen, J 
London, Tough and anr v Cory 
; Mathew, J 
Middlesex, Marks v Davenport 
Coleridge, La 
London, Parkinson v Howell North, J 
London, Tobitt v Henry Mathew, J 
London, Vigor and anr v Sheffield (lately 
trading, &c) Pollock, B 
London, Scrutton and anr v Sheffield 
(lately trating, &c) Pollock, B 
London, Leary and Uo v Stevens Bros and 
Co Stephen, J 
London, Travers v Tomlinson Mathew, J 
London, Swainson v Thames Iron Wks and 
Ship Bdg Co Stephen, J 
London, Hampton and Son vy Stone 
\Manisty, J 
Manisty, J 
Manisty, J 
Mathew, J 


London, Taylor v Bance 
London, Knightly v Lett 
London, Cooper v Breffit 
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For Argument. 


Davis v Prosser Dem to statement of de- 
fence (S O until issues in fact are tried) 
Fenwick v North-Eastern Ry Co Dem to 
statement of defence p 
Fairclough and Son v North Woolwich 
Land Co. Dem to statement of claim 
Fenwick v The North-Eastern Ry Co Dem 
to paragraphs 2, 3, 4, and 5, of pltff’s 
reply, except so far as they consist of 
joinders of issues 
Blewitt vy Cotton Dem (S O for settlement) 
Morris v Kino Dem to statement of claim 
Munday v Sutton and anr Dem to state- 
ment of claim 


OPPOSED 

Hase and anr v Nathan and aur (S 0) 

Provand v Dobson (S O) 

Same v Same (8S O) 

Lewis,E. D., In rea Solicitor (S O) 

Miller v Pilling (three motions) 

Aboutoff v Oppenheimer & Co (S O) 

Marquess of Londonderry v Davidson (S 0) 

The Queen v. Justices of the West Riding 
of York (expte Middlebrook) tobe heard 
before 3 judges 

Barrow, In re a Solicitor 

Compagnie Financiére et Commercial du 
Pacifique v Peruvian Guano Co, ld (stands 
for arrangement) 

In re Havod Collieries and the Coedcae 
Collieries 

The Queen v Licensing Justices of Liver- 
pool (expte Crane) 

In re Richardson, a solicitor 

The Queen v F. Bayley, Esq, judge of 
Westminster county court (expte Mason) 

Meeson v Brooks (8 O till pleadings are 
completed) 

The Queen v J. Paget, Esq, Met Police 
Magistrate (expte Johnson) to be argued 
with No. 8 

The Queen v Justices of Kent (expt? Cutts) 

The Queen v Licensing Justices of Black- 
heath Division of Kent (expte Checkland) 

Calcina v Campoverde (8 O till hearing of 
motn nisi for new trial) 


Marshall v Reece Dem to statement of 
claim 

Catte Water Commissioners v Martin and 
ors Spc before two judges 

Greaves v Festiniog Ry Co Sp c before 
two judges 

Metropolitan Board of Works v South. 
Eastern Ry Co Spc before two judges 

Victoria Colliery Co, limd v Welton Dem 
to statement of claim 

Hopper and anr v Wear (Marine Insurance 
Co) Dem to statament of claim 

Percival v Blagrave Dem to par3 of state. 
ment of defence 


MOTIONS. 

Marmont v Tramways and General Works 
Company, limd 

Cartwright v The Protector Fluid Co 

Hobson v Dean 

Guest v Caldecott 

Durrant v Ricketts and Wife 

The Queen v Salmon and anr, Justices of 
Bradford (expte Tetley) five rules 

Barber v Benton 

In the matter of Morgan, a solicitor 

James v Newton 

Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire 
Ry Co v Denaby Maine Colliery Co, limd 

Sheave v Chatterley, trustee, &c 

Fox and Co v East London Water Works 
Co 

Bird v Matthews 

Isaacs and anr v Cooper 

In the Matter of an Arbitration between 
F. Ottone and ors 

Coutts and anr v Craig and anr 

Varry v Warren 

Wells and Co v Prosser 

Stimpson v K. and G. McDonald 

Gooden and Son v Manchester and Black- 
burn Paper Mills, sued, &c 

Wood v Bishop 

The Queen v Overseers of Woodthorpe 

Jackson v Fletcher 

In re Muir, a solicitor 

The Queen v Inhabitants of Dorset 


STANDING FOR JUDGMENT. 
Motion nisi for new trial. 
Markkam vy Ricketts Heard before Justices Grove and Bowen 
Special case 
Powell v Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co Heard before Justices Field and Cave 
Demurrers, 
Morgan v Thomas Heard before Mr Justice Cave 


Beckett and Co v Addyman Heard before 
Opposed 
Bestwick and Wife v Thorpe Heard before 


Mr Justice Field 
Motions. 
Justices Field and Cave 


Weigsell v Corporation of the School for Indigent Blind Heard before Justices Field 


and Cave 
The Queen v R. Handsley and anr, Justices 
Same v Same (Ex parte Nightingale) S O 


of Burnley (Ex parte Smith) 
pending app (if any) in The Queen v R. 


Handsley and five other Justices of Burnley (Ex parte King) 
Crown Spx. 


CROWN 


PAPER. 


For JUDGMENT, 


The Queen v Mayor, &c, of Maidenhead 


The Queen v Justices of West Riding of 
orkshire 


Y 
APPEALS FROM INFERIOR COURTS, 


Smith v Ellis 

Ness and anr v Stephenson 

Owens vy Maudslay, Sons, and Field 

Murphy v Coffin and Co 

Lindop v Smith and ors 

Taylor v Brewster 

North Staffordshire Ry Co v Bull and Son 

Bowker and anr v Cowan and Sons 

Macpherson v Bullock 

Small v War 

Barnett Metropolitan Board of Works 

Evans v Whitehouse and anr, Same v 
Severn 

Evans v Whitehouse and anr, 
Severn 

Tutin and anr v Dunn 

Mayor, &c, of Peterborough v Bowen Union 

Terry and Wife v Holland 

Graaf vy Evans 


Same v 


REVENU 


Adams v Nightingale 
Rile v Chandler 
Parry and Wife v Prytherch and anr 
Fleming v Feast 

Pains v Evans 

Fox and Co v E London Waterworks Co 
Baker v Depwade Union 

Adams v Dyas and ors 

Brand v Cracknell 

Metcalfe v Durant 

Jeffries v Disney 

Dawes v Tomlinson 

Moss v Mayor, &c, of Crewe 

Barnett v Hoo Highway Board 

Asprey v Rudland and anr 

Watson v Vestry of all Saints, Poplar 
Wilson and Co vy Roberts 
Heath v Same 
Penwarden vy Same 


E PAPER 


and Solomon 
claimant 


Cause by EnGuisn IyrorMAtion, 
Attorney-General, Informant, and the Met District Ry Co and George Ho pwood, Defend- 
ants (8 O until appeal heard in ‘* Attorney-General v Metropolitan ty Co”) 
Cases Stated pursuant to the “Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1874,” and “ ‘The 
Taxes Management Act, 1880,” 


Dodson, 
Maude 

Keen, surveyor, &c. v Farlow 

The Great Western Ry Co v Musgrave, 
surveyor, && 

Martin, surveyor, &c, v Trustees of Congre- 
gational Memorial Hall 

Improved Industrial Dwellings Co v Last, 
surveyor, & ; 

Stokes v Abbott, surveyor, & 

Whitwell, surveyor, && v Munby 

The Justices, &, of the County of Warwick 
v Thrift, surveyor, &c 

Jowett, surveyor, &c, v Moss (for Justices 
of Lancashire) 

Midland Ky Co v Blake, surveyor, &c 

Last, surveyor, &c, v The London Assur- 
ance Corporation 

Bowers, surveyor, &c, v The Justices of 

the Peace for the County of Cumberland 


surveyor, &c, v Walker and 


Cottell, inspector, &c, v The Justices of the 
County of Monmouth 

Victoria Chambers Uo, limd, vy Musgrave, 
surveyor, & 

The Justices of Kent v Lamarque, sur- 
veyor, & 

The Mayor, &c,®f Manchester v Applegate, 
surveyor, & 

Roberts, surveyor, &c, v The Justices of 
parts of Holland in the County of Lincoln 

The Bank of South Australia v Last, sur- 
veyor, &c 

Blake, pry &c v Imperial Brazilian, 
Natal and Nova Cruz Ry Co, limd 

Tho British and Foreign Marine Insurance 
Uo, limd, v Whitworth, surveyor, &c 

The Burial Board of Paddington y The 
Commissioners of Inland Revenue 

The Alexandria Water Co, ld, v Musgrave, 
surveyor, & 
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LEGAL NEWS. 


At the Guildhall, on Saturday, Leonard Stimpson and Alfred Vincent, 
clerks in the employ of Mr. George Augustus Schultz, solicitor, of 9, Union- 
court, Old Broad-street, were charged on remand before Sir Robert W. Carden 
with stealing within the last four months a bundle of probate and other 
valuable documeats belonging to the prosecutor. It appeared that some time 
ago Mr. Schultz removed his office to Old Broad-street, and recectly he 
missed a bundle of probate and other deeds, The prisoners admitted having 
taken the deeds, but suid they were only expired leases which were worth only 
parchment price. Mr. Schultz said that all the deeds were kept in an iron 
safe, Sir R. W. Carden remarked that solicitors did not put worthless docu- 
ments into an iron safe. He would not settle the case then, but take time to 
consider what he should do to punish the boys, and at the same time to save 
them from ruin. The prisoners were then remanded. 





It is stated that, in consequence of recent internal alterations in the City of 
London Court, which have been made by order of the Law and City Coxrts 
Committee, and the increase in the number of cases, the inconvenience to bar- 
risters, solicitors, suitors, and others having business at the court, has been 
very great. On one day this week, although the list was a comparatively 
light one, the court was so tightly packed that it was impossible for many 
suitors who heard their names callei at the entrance doors to get to the wit- 
ness box, while others deliberately walked away, rather than make an sttempt 
to reach it, Several barristers and solicitors had their gowns torn up in their 
endeavour to get to their seats to conduct their clients’ cases, and having 
done eo had to retire by the judge’s private door. For more than an hour no 
order could be kept. 

The last published report of the Local Government Board contains some 
examples of the diversion of a statutory fund to an object which Parliament 
never contemplated. One of these diversions occurred in a South Wales 
parish, where it was resolved at a vestry meeting that the sum of 21s. should 
be paid from the rate for any grown-up fox killed within the hamlet, on the 
head being produced to the guardians of the hamlet, 10s. should be paid for 
awhelp, and half-a-crown for every raven killed. The Local Government 
Board confirmed the disallowance. In another parish, for a quarter of a 
century before there was a central audit of the highway-rate accounts, a 
sparrow club was paid for out of the rate. The farmers used to shoot the 
sparrows and sell them to a person, who was afterwards repaid out of the 
rates. £3 10s. 14d. had been expended in one half-year for 1,383 sparrows, 
and, in addition, an unexplained item of 12s. 64. for ‘* fees.”’ In other 
parishes mole-catchers had their remuneration regularly charged upon the 
highway-rate, and in one case it was charged in the surveyor’s account. In 
another case the coat and hat of the bellman was charged upon the highway- 
rate, and the rate elsewhere was charged with the cost of supplementing the 
postal deliverr. The Local Government Board says :—‘* These cases may be 
taken as examples of the manner in which this rate has for years been mis- 
applied. Many other cases might be adduced.” In all cases the charges 
were disallowed, and the Local Government Board, where the members of 
Highway Boards made perambulations, would nct concur in the view that a 
considerable outlay on champagne, early salmon, sherry, and the like came 
within the description of “ reasonable expenses.” 





At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale, held on December 30, at 
their sale-room, Crown-court-buiidings, Old Broad-street, the following were 
smongst the prices obtained :—Surrey and Hampshire Canal Corporation 
£10 shares, fully paid, £4 5s, ; Standard Union Investment £1 seven per 
cent. preferred shares, fully paid, 20s, 6d. ; Oriental Telephone Company 
£1 shares, 10s. paid, 1-32 premium ; Old Owlacombe Mines £1 shares, fully 
paid, 7s, ; Indian Trevelyan Gold Mining £1 shares, fully paid, 15s. ; Indian 
Glenrock Gold Mining £1 shares, fully paid, 1-16 premium ; Philadelphia 
and Reading Railways deferred shares, 3s. premium ; Indian Phoenix Gold Min- 
ing £1 shares, fully paid, 15s.; Kast Devon Consols Copper Mines £2 shares 
fully paid, 5:.; Rhodes Reefs, 15s.; New Zealand Kapangas, 12%. 6d.; and 
other miscellaneous securities fetched fair prices. 





BIRTH. 
JonEs.—Dec. 30, the wife of Henry P. Jones, solicitor, Manchester, of a daughter. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Frivay, Dec 30, 1881, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Archer, William Appleby, Gateshead, Durham, Grocer. Pet Dec 22. Daggett, New- 

castle, Jan 9 at 11 
Queneborough, William Edwin, Hamstead, Hertford, Licensed Victualler, Pet Dec 20. 

Edwards. St Albans, Jan 11 at 3 
my Reuben, Newton rd, Tottenham, Builder, Pet Dec 28. Pulley, Edmonton, 

at 3 








Tunspay, Jan, 3, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 

To Surrender in London, 

Meadows, Elisha, Duke st, London Bridge, Provision Merchant. Pet Jan 2, Pepys. 
Jan 18 at 12 

Tapp, James Bryant, and Frederick Methuish, Nettleton rd, New Cross, Coal Merchants. 
et Dec 30, Pepys, Jan 18 at 12 








To Surrender in the Country. 
Donkin, Henry, Blyth, Northumberland, Provision Dealer. Pet Dec 29. Daggett. 
Newcastle, Jan 16 at 11 
= —— Cambridge, Fencing Master. Pet Dec 30. Eaden. Cambridge, 
an 28 at 1 
Godsmark, E » Greenwich, Milliner, Pet Dec 30. Bristow. Greenwich, Jan 17 at 1 
Hore, the Right Honourable Walter, Baron Ruthven, Yeo Vale, nr Bideford. Pet Dee 
31. Bosson. Barnstaple, Jan 16 at 12 
— Horace, Clapham Common, Gent. Pet Novl. Willoughby. Wandsworth, Jan 
13 at 11 
Raphael, James, Cardiff, Tailor. Pet Dec 29. Langley. Cardiff, Jan 16 at 11 
Richardson, Joshua Rogerson, and James Richardson, Heaton’s Court, Briggate, Leeds, 
Rag Merchants. Pet Dec 28. Marshall. Leeds, Jan 25 at 11 
Webber, John, Wells, Somerset, Gent. Pet Dec 31. Foster. Wells, Jan 21 at 11 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
TvEspAY, Jan. 3, 1882. 
Bartlett, John Searle, King st, St James’, Dealer in Works of Art. Dec 22 
Jones, John Lloyd, Pendern, Liandissiliogogo, Cardigan. Dec 22 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Frrpay, Dec. 30, 1881. 

Baker, John, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. Jan 19 at 3 at offices of Clarke and Co, 
Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Belham, John, Chichester, Sussex, Carver. Jan 16 at 2 at offices of Nye and Green- 
wood, Serjeants’ inn. Janman, Chichester 

Boorer, Richard Barnes, Hounslow, Butcher. Jan 7 at 3 at Red Lion Hotel, Hounslow. 
Woolis and Co, Uxbridge 

Boosey, Edward Cuningham, Tottenham ct rd, Lithographer. Jan 18 at 2at offices of 
Flegg and Son, Hills pl, Oxford st 

Box, George Henry, King’s Norton, Worcester. Jan 12 at 11 at offices of Eaden, 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Bradbury, John, Stony Stratford, Buckingham, Auctioneer. Jan 13 at 3 at offices of 
Becke, Derngate, Northampton 

Brownjohn, Henry William, Windsor, Coal Merchant. Jan 16 at 1 at offices of Lawson, 
Essex st, Strand 

Burch, Charles, Walberton. Sussex, out of business. Jan 18 at3 at Dolphin Hotel, 
Chichester. Janman, Chichester 

Burnett, Robert Embleton, and Henry John Augustus Burnett, Dunston, Durham, 
Chemical Manufacturers. Jan 12 at3at Incorporated Law Society, Royal arcade, 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Gibson and Co, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Cooke, Mary Marsden, Cheadle, Chester, Boot and Shoe Maker. Jan 18 at 3 at offices 
of Kerr, Faulkuer st, Manchester. Walley, Manchester 

Comfort, Benjamin, Oxford, of no occupation. Jan 12 at 12 at offices of Galpin, New 
Inn Hall st, Oxford 

Elliott, James Morland, Liverpool, Joiner. Jan 13 at 2 at offices of Steinforth, York 
bldgs, Liverpool 

Emery, William Seth, Bedminster, Licensed Victualler. Jan 13 at 2 at offices of Dodds, 
Shannon ct, Bristol. Henderson, Bristol 

Fairbuirn, Thomas, Angel lane, Stratford, Essex, Retail Bootmaker. Jan 12 at 12 at 
offices of Meynell, Castle st, Holborn 

Firth, Seth, Leeds, York, Grocer. Jan 14 at 11 at offices of Tennantand Barrett, Albiow 
st, Leeds 

Forman, Joseph, Hinckley, Leicester, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. Jan 16 at 3 at 
offices of Hincks, bowling Green st, Leicester 

Freeman, Delamark, Marylebone rd, Surgeon. Jan 10 at 3 at offices of Barnett, Pal- 
merston bldgs, Old Broad st 

Freeman, John William, Broadway, Deptford, Kent, Draper. Jan 16 at 3 at offices of 
Ladbury, Cheapside. Tattam, Bishopgate st 

Gadsden, William Pratt, Aylesbury, Bucks, Auctioneer. Jan 19 at 3 at the Bell Hotel, 
Aylesbury. Rawson, Great Marlow 

Gowland, Francis, Middleton, Pickering, York, Farmer. Jan11 at 12 at office of 
Walker, Pickering 

Hall, George, Hunwick, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Licensed Victualler. Jan 23 at3 
at office of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Heaps, Robert Jackson, Tadcaster, York, Licensed Victualler. Jan 18 at 12 at la, 
Albion st, Leeds. Malcolm, Leeds 

Hemming, George, jun., Redditch, Worcester, Builder. Jan 13 at 11 at offices of Wai- 
ford, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Jones, John Edward, Llanerehymedd, Anglesey, Innkeeper. Jan 17 at 2 at the British 
Hotel, Bangor. Fanning, Amlwch 

Jones, John Rowland, Fron hyfryd, Llanrug, Carnarvon, Farmer. Jan 11 at 3 ai offi- 
ces of Roberts, Church st, Carnarvon 

Kay, William, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Joiner. Jan 16 at 11 at Smalley’s Hotel, 
Duckworth st, Over Darwen. Costeker, Over Darwen 

Lea, John, Warriugton, Accountant Law Stationer. Jan 13 at 12 at offices of Tunstall, 
Warrington 

Lee, Thomas, Riley st, Horselydown, Licensed Victualler. Jan 6 at 4 at office of Wether- 
field, Gresham bldgs, Guildhall 

Pivernau, Louis Alexander, Mortimer st, Cavendish sq, Art Dealer. Jan 12 at 12 at office 
of Plunkett and Leader, St Paul’s churchyd 

Powell, David, Hoyland Common, Barnsley, Grocer. Jan 12 at 12 at offices of Marshall 
and Ownsworth, Barnsley 

Puddleplatt, George, Amersham, Bucks, Farmer. Jan 19 at 12 at offices of Francis and 
How, Chesham 

Richings, Henry, Clarkson rd, Walthamstow, out of business. Jan 13 at 2 at Guildhall 
Tavern, Gresham st. Neave, Cheapside 

Roberts, Albert, and Brook Haigh, Rottoms, Holmfirth, York, Dyers. Jan 6 at 4 at 
offices of Schotield, Huddersfield. Grisdale, Leeds 

Rutter, John, Ryton-upon-Tyne, Durham, Painter. Jan 10 at 3 at offices of Wilson and 
Sandeman, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Sadler, Rupert, Birmingham, Wood Turner. Jan 12 at 2 at office of Sargent and Son, 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Sancto, Edward, Maidstone, Builder. Jan 12 at 3 at Star Hotel, Maidstone, Kent 

Shankster, Edward, Weelsby, Lincoln, Fish Curer, Jan 10 at 11 at offices of Grange and 
Wintringham, St Mary’s chmbrs, West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 

Solomon, Simon, Wentworth st, Spitalfields, Bootmaker. Jan 9 at 3 at offices of Barnett, 
Palmerston bldgs, Old Broad st 

Spelman, John Shelly, Bradfield St George, Suffolk, Farmer. Jan 16 at 1 at offices of 
Gudgeon, Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds 






Todd, Richard, Walton, York, Farmer. Jan 14 at 11 at offices of Smith, Petergate, York 


Usher, Richard, Bodicote, Oxford, Manager to a Drug Grinder. Jan 16 at 11 at 36, High 
st, Banbury. Whitehorn 

Waldron, Ambrose, Catshill, Worcester, out of business. Jan 14 at 11 at offices of 
Creswell, Institute bldgs, Bromsgrove 

Wilcox, James, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Beerhouse Keeper. Jan 7 at 12 at offices of 
Potter, Northfield House, North pl, Cheltenham 

Wood, Edward, the Retreat, Ibstock, Leicester, Outdoor Beerseller. Jan 7 at 11 at offices 
of Fisher and Co, Ashby-de-la-Zouch 

Zurhorst, Frederick William, West Kensington ter, of no occupation. Jan 10 at 
at offices of Lumley and Lumley, Conduit st, Bond st 

Tvespay, Jan. 3, 1882. 

Andrew, Robert, Hyde, Chester, Butcher, Jan 18 at 12 at offices of Rayner and Turner, 
Clarendon pl, Hyde 3 

Appleton, Josiah, St Helens, Lancaster, Grocer, Jan 13 at 3 at offices of Riley, Lord 
st, Liverpool 

Aston, Ravin, Chester, Draper. Jan 12 at 3 at offices of Green and Dixon, Castle 
chmbrs, Northwich 

Bailey, Thomas, Barbrook, Sheffield, Builder, Jan 16 at 2 at offices of Clegg and Sons, 

Victoria chmbrs, Sheffield 
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Baker, Eliza. Bedminster, Somerset, out of business. Jan 14 at 2 at Guildhall, Broad 
st, Bristol . 

Baker, Frederick William, Bath, Tobacconist. Jan 16 at 12 at offices of Kingsford and 
Co, Essex st, Strand. Titley, Bath = . 

Bampton, George, Frederick, Coventry, Chemist, Jan 16 at 3 at offices of Browett, 
Bayley lane, Coventry rs ened i 

Blake, Boycott George. Worcester, Grocer. Jan 16 at 12 at Hen and Chickens Hotel, 
New st, Birmingham. ‘Tree and Son, Worcester ; ? 

Bourke, Patrick Francis, Bradford, Cooper. Jan 24 at 2 at 35, Cannon st, Manchester, 
Alderson, Manchester 

Bowler, Isaac, Tunstall, Stafford, Oil Worker. Jan 17 at 8 at offices of Salt‘and Alcock, 
Market st, Tunstall 

Brewer, Robert, Bradford, York, Licensed Victualler. Jan 18 at 11 at offices of Berry 
and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford : 

Brown, Margaret Ann, Southport, Lancaster, Dress Maker. Jan 18 at 3 at offices of 
Rogers, Lord st, Liverpool. Cockshott, Southport 

Brown, Walter, Dresden, Stlfford, out of business. Jan 16 at 11 at offices of Kent, 
Chancery lane, Longton 

Cantrell, Matthew Henry Frost, Derby, Surgeon. Jan 19 at 11 at offices of Brookes, 
Bakewell 

Dashwood, De Courcy Pitcairn, Devon, Gent. Jan 13 at 3 at offices of Templer, 
Teignmouth 

Davis, William, Gt Malvern, Worcester, Insurance Agent. Jan 14 at 3 at offices of 
Stallard and Son, Pierpoint st, Worcester 

Davys, Thomas, Long Eaton. Blacksmith. 
ment, Notjingham 

D’Eye, George Rust, Felixstowe, Suffolk, Schoolmaster. Jan 17 at 11 at Post Office 
chmbrs, Ipswich. Cebbold and Co, Ipswic 

Dow, William Harvey, Gt James st, Lisson grove, Butcher. 
Cooper and Co, Lincolns inn fields 

Dunk, Rev. Jonathan William, Bridgtown, Cannock, Stafford. 
Higgs, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Eades, Richard Eyres, Wharf rd, City rd, Ivory Turner. 
ton bldgs, Holborn. Knight, Cornwall rd, Bayswater 

Ewens, Joseph, Exeter, Grocer. Jan 14 at 11 at Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Orchard 
Exeter 

Flintoff, William, Durham, Grocer. 
Tyne. Marshall 

Gilbert, Mary Ann, Peterborough, General Provision Dealer. 
Vergette and Buckle, Market st, Pecerborough 

Gill, Thomas, Barrow-in-Furness, Confectioner. Jan 12 at 11 at Station Hotel, Carnforth 
Sims, Barrow-in-Furness ) 

Goddard, James, emg “aT Corn Merchant. Jan 7 at 12 at Railway Hotel, St 
Deny’s, Southampton. Hollest and Co, Farnham ss 

Godfrey, Harry Tom, Vicarage rd, Willesden, Builder. Jan 19 at 2 at office of Williams 
and Co, King st, Cheapside. Harston 

Gould, William James, High st, Wednesbury, Stafford, Milliner. Jan 25 at 11 at office 
of Rhodes, Queen st, Wolverhampton ? 

Grant, George, Watton, Norfolk, Boot Manufacturer. Jan 16 at12 at offices of Kent, 
St Andrew’s Hall Plain, Norwich ; 

Green, William, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Clerk in Holy Orders. Jan 16at12 at 
offices of Morgan and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil ‘ 
Helge. Edmund, Halifax, Grocer. Jan 17 at 11 at offices of Ingram and Huntriss, 

alifax 

Haigh, Letitia Anr, Huddersfield, Milliner. 
New st, Huddersfield 

Hardy, John, Altrincham, Chester, Draper. 
Kennedy st, Manchester 

Hardwick, John, New Bridge bldg yard. Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Builder. Jan 18 at2 
offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Hassfeld, Maximilian Stanislaus, Newgate st, Manufacturer’s Agent. 
City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Montagu, Bucklersbury 

Heather, Richard John, Wivenhoe rd, Peckham Rye, and John William Laws, Darrell 
rd, East Dulwich, Surrey, Builders. Jan 19 at 3 at Kennan’s Hotel, Crown crt, Cheap- 
side. Lovett and Co, King William st 

Hill, Joseph, Totterdown, Bootmaker. 
Bristol 

Hooker, William Schofield. Birkenhead, Chester, Outfitter. 
Thompson, Hamilton st, Birkenhead 

Holt, Herbert, Fakenham. Norfolk, Schoolmaster. 
Bridge st, Fakenham 

Holton, Joseph, jun, Tredington, Worcester, Farmer. Jan 19 at 2at White Hart Hotel, 
Moreton-in-Marsh. Barkes 

Howes, Josiah, Aylesbury, Bucks, Builder. 
Rawson, Great Marlow 

Hunt, George, Brighton, Licensed Victualler. 
st, Brighton 

Isitt, John Henry, Bigg Market, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper. Jan 13 at 2 at offices 
of Pybus, Post Office chmbrs, St Nicholas sq, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Jewhurst, Richard, Northumberland rd, Margate, Kent, Ironmonger. 
at offices of Burrows, Cecil sq, Margate 

Johnston, James and John Montgomery Johnston, Wardour st, Soho, Brass Manufac- 
savers Jan 23 at 2 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. Thompson and Ward, Bed- 
ord row 

Keep, William John, Birmingham, Warwick, Tailor. 
and Mallard, Newall st, Birmingham 

Kearton, Jobn, Maryport, Cumberland, Butcher. 
Trevelyan Hotel, Maryport. Nicholson, Maryport 

Kings, George Vincent, Storridge, Cradley, Builder. 
and Corbett, Avenue house, Worcester 

Kirby, George Wainwright, Shaleemoor, Sheffield, Dyer. 
Mellor, Hueen st, Sheffield 

Lea, Charles, and James Lea, Little Hinton, Wilts, Dairyman. 
Boodle, Albion bldgs, New Swindon 


Jan 16 at 12 at offices of Wyles, Low pave- 


Jan 12 at 11 at offices of 
Jan 13 at 12 at Office of 
Jan 10 at 4 at 38, Southamp 


Jan 16 at 3 at 32, Grainger st West, Newcastle-on- 


Jan 17 at 12 at offices of 


Jan 16 at 11 at offices of Sykes and Son, 


Jan 23 at 3 at offices of Brett and Craven, 


Feb l4at 2 at 


Jan 13 at 2 at offices of Brown, Corn st, 
Jan 18 at 3 at offices of 


Jan 12 at 11 at offices of Rumbelow 


Jan 19 at 1 at the Bell Hotel, Aylesbury. 


Jan 19 at3 at offices of Goodman, North 


Jan 19 at 11.30 


Jan 16 at 12 at offices of Higgins 
Jan 17 at 2 at offices of Dixon, 
Jan 19 at 11 at offices of Miller 
Jan 16 at 11 at offices of 


Jan 16 at 3 at offices of 
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Lewinger, Carl, and Friedrich Mansfeld,'Hart st, Wood st, Manufacturers’ ‘Agents, 
Jan 26 at 3 at offices of Lumley and Lumley, Conduit st, Bond st 

Lingham, James Arthur, Brockley, Kent,Carpenter. Jan 23 at 2 at offices of Aimold, 
Borough High st, Southwark 

Mattocks, John, and John Thomas Timms, Coventry, Warwick, Bicycle Manufacturers, 
Jan 16 at 32 at offices of Seymour, Priory row, Coventry 

May, aghe, Brighton, Sussex, Tailor. Jan 13 at 3 at 152, North st, Brighton. Maynard, 


Bri nD 

McLellan, Joseph William, Lambeth walk, Lambeth, Leather Merchant. Jan 17 at 2 a 
offices of Simpson and Palmer, Three Crown sq, Southwark 

Millward, Henry, Sutton Common, Kidderminster, Worcester, Builder. Jan 14 at 11 at 
offices of Waldron, High st, Brierley Hill 

Mison, Charles, Oxford rd, Windsor, Oilman. Jan 18 at 3 at offices of St Paul, Staple inn 

pd 6 a Bristol, Licensed Victualler. Jan 11 at 12 at offices of Essery, Nicholas 
st, Bristo 

Munday, Charles Robert, Smardale rd, Wandsworth, Surrey, Builder, 
offices of Mason, Curtain rd, Finsbury 

Nicholls, William Follett, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Tobacco Manufacturer, 
office of Tribe and Co, Albion chmbrs, Bristol. Heard, Cardiff ° 

Phillips, William, Plymouth, Devon, Builder. Jan 13 at 11 at office of Love, Courtenay 


st, Plymouth 
Prangley, Charles Thomas, Salisbury, Agricultural Chemist. Jan16 at 2 at Market 
Jan 6 at 4.30 at offices of Schofield, 


Jan 17 at 2at 
Jan 12 at 20 at 


house chmbrs, Salisbury. Hodding, Salisbury 

Roberts, Albert, Bottoms, Holmfirth, York, Dyers. 
Queen st, Huddersfield. Grisdale, Leeds 

Russell, Cuthbert, Great Tower st, Engineer. 
Co, Fenchurch bldgs 

Smith, John, and Hartley Hartley-Smith, Stock and Share Brokers, Cornbill. Jan13 
at 2 at Harper, Rood lane’ 

Stainmand, George, Darlington, Poulterer. Jan 12 at 11 at office of Robinson, Chancery 
lane, Darlington 

Stevens, Thomas Vincent, Coleman st, Camberwell, Florist. Jan11 at 3 at offices of 
Chipperfeld, Trinity st, Southwark 

Stokes, Samuel, Brettell lane, Stafford, Grocer. 
Jordan, High st, Stourbridge 

Tame, Henry, jun, Bramley rd, Notting Hill, Dairyman. Jan 23 at 2 at office of Wright, 
Gt Portland st 

Taytor, John, Shrivenham, Berks, Blacksmith. 
bldgs, New Swindon 

Tester, William, Redgrave villas, Putney, Builder. 
Chubb, Pancras lane 

Thorpe, George, Sheffield, Spring Knife Manufacturer. Jan 16 at 3 at offices of Mellor, 
Quéen st, Sheffield 

Turner, William, Bristol, Beerhouse Keeper. 
Bristol 

Vallis, John, Birmingham, Tailor, Jan 13 at 3 at offices of Wright and Marshall, New 
st, Birmingham 

— Joseph, Banbury, Oxford, Grocer. Jan 18 at 11 at 36, High st, Banbury, White. 


Jan 12 at 3 at offices of Hillearys and 


Jan 17 at 11 at offices of Rogers and 


Jan 16 at 10 at office of Bood19, Albion 
Jan 24 at 2.30 at 145, Cheapside, 


Jan 16 at 12 at office of Meeres, High st, 


orn 

Watts, Samuel, Bath, Bicycle Agency. Jan 17 at 3at Queen’s Hotel, Caventry. Bartrum 
and Bartlett, Bath 

Williams, John, Lendal Bridge, York, Toll Lessee. Jan 14 at 2 at Clarence Hotel, Alders- 

» gate st. Hawkin, Thrapston 

Williams, John, Llanfairpwllgwyngyll, Anglesey, Draper. Jan 16 at 10.30 at157, High 
st, Bangor, Carnarvon. Owen, Bangor 

Williams, John, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Grocer. Jan 17 at 12 at offices of Davies, Mill 
st, Pontypridd 

Wiggin, Richard, Aston, Warwick, Oil Merchant. 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Woodwards, Joseph, Aspender, Hertford, Farmer. Jan 14 at 12 at offices of Armstrong, 
Fore st, Hertford 

Woolmore, James Richard, Brighton, Wholesale Confectioner. Jan 18 at 8 at offices of 
Goodwin and Co, Coleman st. Kisbey, Cheapside 


Jan 12 at 11 at offices of Spencer, 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder, * 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality‘ 








The Facultypronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 

4)i palates, keeps better in all climates, and is fuur times 


| never before met, 
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the Pens in the least corrotled by it. 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKRNED with | ies sepldiy destroy Stecl Pens, and lose their red eolour 
if other than Gold or Quill Pens, 
colour is a very rich scarlet red of great beauty. The 
colour of this ink is not affected by use upon parchment 
and is consequehtly of great value to Solicitors and 


Sold in stone bottles, retail at 1s., 26., 38.; and imperial 
quarts of 40 ounces at 66, each, Also in glass bottles at 
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